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FACULTY DEVELOPMENT PROGRAMS AND EVALUATION IN
AMERICAN COLLEGES AND UNIVERSITIES

Antonio Nicolas Rubino, Ed.D.
Western Michigan University, 1994

The purposes of this study were to determine (a) the importance and frequency
of offering of personal, instructional, curriculum, research, academic advising, and
organizational development programs in universities and colleges in the United States;
and (b) the types and times of evaluation of faculty development practices. Types of
evaluation studied included measuring participant satisfaction, participant learning, onthe-job behavior, and organizational effects. Times of evaluation included during the
implementation of the practice, evaluation immediately after the implementation, and
evaluation a month or more after the implementation.
A sample of 195 faculty developers from research, doctorate-granting, and
comprehensive universities, and liberal arts colleges was randomly selected for this
study. Data were collected through the Survey of Faculty Development Program
Evaluation. One hundred thirty-five subjects returned the survey (69.2%).
Findings indicate that research and doctorate-granting universities consider
instructional and research development programs to be of equal importance. However,
research universities offer instructional development programs most frequently, while
doctorate-granting universities offer organizational development programs most
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frequently. Comprehensive universities consider instructional and curriculum
development programs to be of equal importance but offer personal development
programs most frequently. Liberal arts colleges consider academic advising and
instructional development programs to be of equal importance and offer instructional
development programs most frequently.
Findings indicate no difference among institutions in relation to (a) the
importance and frequency of offering of personal, curriculum, and organizational
development programs; (b) the importance of instructional development programs; and
(c) the frequency of offering of academic advising development programs. Differences
were found among universities and colleges in relation to (a) the frequency of offering
of instructional development programs; (b) the importance and frequency of offering
of research development programs; and (c) the importance of academic advising
development programs.
Findings indicate that universities and colleges evaluate faculty development
practices by measuring (a) participant satisfaction, (b) the effects of the practices on
the organization, (c) on-the-job behaviors, and (d) participant learning. Evaluation of
faculty development practices is most often based on participant satisfaction;
evaluation is done usually at the end of the implementation of the faculty development
practice.
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CHAPTER I

INTRODUCTION

Background

Senge and Koftnan (1994) posited three propositions that can be the guiding
principles of this study.

The first one has to do with the individual and the

organization: Organizational change cannot occur if there is no personal transformation
of the individuals forming the organization. The second one has to do with the
process of change: The purpose of learning should be to generate change in the
organization, not to react to it. The third one has to do with the relationship among
the elements involved in the change: Change should be considered in a systemic way,
as a whole. These propositions can be translated to the area of faculty development
(FD) in higher educational institutions. Universities and colleges need to do FD to
transform their faculty and to develop themselves.
Gaff (1975) and Seldin (1976) developed some assumptions that constitute a
useful framework to set faculty development within the individual and organizational
permanent learning process and within the propositions of Senge and Kofxnan (1994)
noted above. These assumptions are (a) faculty members are the most important
institutional resource; (b) teaching is the primary professional activity of most faculty,
however, research and scholarship are also fundamental; (c) teaching has been

1
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neglected in higher education because of lack of preparation during graduate
education, absence of inservice education, and lack of policies that provide incentives
for teaching excellence; (d) teaching and learning can be improved through a systemic
view and awareness of all elements involved; (e) teaching is a complex activity that
requires the avoidance of simplistic analysis and solutions; (f) faculty should help
students achieve adequate learning objectives; (g) faculty should be aware that
students have different learning styles requiring different types of teaching/learning
experiences; (h) faculty members are different, so FD efforts should assist individual
faculty members in ways consistent with their values, needs, and personal styles; (i)
FD programs require efforts to promote personal and professional development; (j)
faculty intrinsic interests, rather than extrinsic demands, are what lead faculty to look
for self-improvement; and (k) teaching and learning occur in a social context.
Institutional climate, relationships among faculty, students, and administrators, and
policies and practices of the institution affect the instructional process.
The processes of development and learning, including FD, will not be effective
if they are conducted in a fragmented fashion. Senge and Kofinan (1994) suggested
that fragmented efforts to develop people and organizations are not effective in today's
organizations. A developmental process should be systemic, should consider the
whole, and should consider all elements related to the people, the organization, and
their relationships.
On the other hand, any learning and development processes can confront
problems and pitfalls. So, it is necessary to have a monitoring process that allows the

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.

modification or elimination of such problems. Evaluation can be that process. The
evaluation of learning and development is essential to enhance the effectiveness of
these processes. ED is necessary to make better and more effective faculty and
institutions of higher education, and to increase their ability to respond to the changes
and missions they and their personnel are confronting. Faculty development will
affect faculty and organizations. It is expected that organizations will become better
if their people do so. In the end, aren't institutions made up of people?
Faculty development (FD) is a growing field in higher education. Many
universities in the United States have a FD department or office and are conducting
some type of FD. People in higher education institutions tend to think about FD as
workshops and seminars designed to help faculty to become more effective in their
instructional practice. However, FD includes more activities than workshops and
seminars. For example, it includes assistance and consultation, sabbatical leaves, and
career planning, among other activities.

In addition, FD includes training and

development

as

in

other

areas

such

research,

curriculum,

academic

advising/counseling, personal wellness, and organizational development.
It is thought that FD program offerings are related to the type of institution
providing the program. Institutions can be classified, using the categories shown by
Boyer (1991) in the report Scholarship Reconsidered: Priorities of the Professorate.
A Special Report as research, doctorate-granting, comprehensive, and liberal arts.
Nyquist (1986), in an article describing the Center for Instructional Development and
Research of the University of Washington, pointed out that effective faculty
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development programs must reflect the culture and values of the institution. Thus, for
example, research universities, which emphasize research and publication (Boyer,
1991), may offer more FD programs in the research and grant writing area.
Universities more oriented toward teaching, such as comprehensive universities
(Boyer, 1991), may offer FD programs related to the instructional and curriculum
areas.
The consideration of FD as a comprehensive activity including among others
personal, instructional, and organizational dimensions, and as a process reflecting the
institutional culture and values, poses a question: Are institutions developing faculty
in all their dimensions or only in areas considered important to institutional goals?
This question will be answered later in this study.
Faculty development has changed its emphases in the last decades.

FD

programs in the 1970s changed the focus of attention from activities providing
specialized knowledge to emphases on instructional development and teaching
improvement (Centra, 1979; Forman, 1989). This new view of faculty development
was in great part the result of: (a) changes in student enrollments, (b) changes in
student interests, (c) new faculty accountability requirements, (d) the tight job market
for faculty, (e) increased numbers of faculty with tenure, (f) student activism
demanding high teaching quality, and (g) declining financial resources (Eble &
McKeachie, 1985; Forman, 1989; Gaff, 1975; Gaff & Justice, 1978; Morstain & Gaff,
1977; Seldin, 1976).
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After reviewing the literature about the faculty development movement,
Forman (1989) noted that in the 1980s the same events that stimulated FD practices
of the 70s intensified. In addition, new factors, such as academic burnout, increased
teaching loads; decrease of specialized courses in areas of teachers' interests and less
time to work with students made FD programs focus on the instructional and personal
dimensions.
Sabbatical leaves, research stipends, and instructional improvement seminars
were not adequate to meet the personal development needs of faculty. Konrad (1983)
reported, based on a survey of faculty development practices in Canadian universities,
that a more holistic approach to FD emerged, one in which the personal (interpersonal
skills training, career counseling, and personal growth activities), and professional
dimensions (course design, curriculum development, instructional methodology,
evaluation, etc) of the individual were considered. In addition, the consideration of
universities as systems with many factors operating and different characteristics moved
FD practitioners, as noted by Bergquist and Phillips (1979) in A Handbook for
Faculty Development, to think of FD as an activity that should consider the
organizational dimension (structural and environmental factors related to team building
and management training, among others). In the report Scholarship Reconsidered:
Priorities of the Professoriate: A Special Report. Boyer (1991) showed that faculty in
higher educational institutions perceive differently the value and importance of areas
related to instruction, research, curriculum, and student advising. But, they perceive
similarly the value of organizational aspects of their institutions.
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Two fundamental statements can be derived from the previous paragraphs: (1)
Institutions have different cultures and values; and (2) FD programs focus in different
dimensions such as personal, instructional, research, curriculum, academic
advising/counseling, and organizational.

These considerations allow one to

hypothesize that there will be differences in the importance and frequency of offering
faculty development programs within and among higher educational institutions.
A study of importance and frequency of offering of FD programs in higher
educational institutions is worthwhile because (a) it will help administrators and
faculty developers to determine what are the most important and most frequently
conducted FD programs conducted in four-year universities and colleges of the United
States, providing a more valid and reliable basis to decide what types of FD programs
to conduct; (b) it will contribute to a determination of FD characteristics in higher
educational institutions; (c) it will help to define the degree of growth and maturity
of the field of FD by showing the comprehensiveness of FD offerings; (d) it will show
how institutions are carrying on their professional and student service missions by
showing what practices are being conducted in the institutions; (e) it will show
administrators what is the emphases of FD programs to see if these are compatible
with the actual requirements of higher education; (f) it will help administrators and
faculty developers to redefine FD programs in a way so as to develop the full range
of faculty capabilities; (g) it will help administrators and faculty developers to
understand how faculty and scholars are being developed, and to compare the actual
situation with the desired in higher educational institutions which is a comprehensive
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development of personal, instructional, research, curriculum, academic advising, and
organizational dimensions of FD; and (h) it will contribute to the body of knowledge
about FD programs.
Reports about FD, based on literature review and surveys in higher education
institutions completed by Bergquist and Phillips (1979), Centra (1976, 1977, 1979);
Forman (1989), Gaff (1975,1977), Konrad (1983), and Seldin (1976) pointed out that
FD includes practices such as sabbatical leaves, workshops, seminars, conferences,
tutoring, consulting, job enrichment, job transfers, and course development, among
others.
Sabbatical leaves are characterized as the very first systematic FD practice.
Eble and McKeachie (1985) noted in their book Improving Undergraduate Education
Through Faculty Development that originally faculty received sabbaticals to conduct
research they could not conduct on their campuses. Today, in many cases faculty use
sabbaticals to do other types of jobs, different from and many times not directly
related to their job in their universities.
In an article about current issues in faculty development, Gaff (1977)
contended that other activities, such as attendance at conferences, lectures, and
professional meetings were conceived as a way to increase faculty knowledge in their
specialization areas. The same is pointed out in Morstain and Gaffs (1977) report
based on a survey conducted in 17 American universities. FD practices were focused
on research and provision of knowledge about the subject matter of faculty, but not
on development of faculty teaching competencies.
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According to Rutman and Mowbray (1983), any intervention with permanent
characteristics and whose purpose is to meet some needs, can be characterized as a
program. Faculty development (FD) consists of interventions used to change skills,
knowledge, attitudes, and behaviors of faculty. Gaff (1975) in his book Toward
Faculty Renewal defined faculty development (FD) as any intervention attempted to
develop the talents and competencies of faculty, to facilitate their professional and
personal growth, so FD interventions can be considered as programs.

Higher

education institutions use financial and human resources to conduct FD programs.
For this reason, it is necessary to justify to these institutions' stakeholders the
existence of such programs. An adequate way to provide this justification is through
conducting sound program evaluations.
Evaluation will provide information useful to continue a program, modify it,
or eliminate it. Thus, FD program evaluation will serve to determine how adequately
the resources are being used, what the consequences of the programs are to the
stakeholders, what benefit they are providing to the institution, and what programs
should be kept, modified, or eliminated. Programs should be evaluated to define their
effectiveness, to know if they are achieving the objectives previously established, and
to know if they are, or were, implemented as planned (Brinkerhoff, Brethower,
Hluchyi & Nowakowski, 1983; Chelinsky, 1987; M. J. Smith, 1990; Weiss, 1972).
Program evaluation should be done in a systematic and organized way,
including in it all audiences involved in the program, to evaluate the impact of all
elements related to the program. The evaluation of the impact of a program is
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fundamental. Granville, Love, Matz, Schweinhart and Smith (1978), after describing
five different early childhood program evaluations, noted that the effect (expected or
unexpected) on persons, groups, and the organization must be assessed. Evaluating
programs conducted in organizations will allow decision makers and administrators
to assess the impact of such programs on the organization's goals, objectives, and
procedures in order to keep, modify, or eliminate them. This view is shared by
Kirkpatrick (1978) in an article about evaluating in-house training programs. On the
other hand, Hass (1988) considered that the evaluation of the impact o f a program
should be done during a long period of time. In this way, drawing incorrect or
incomplete conclusions about program effectiveness can be avoided.
Konrad (1983), based on the survey of Canadian universities noted above,
contended that faculty development (FD) program evaluation has been done in a very
limited way. In addition, FD practices, although developed for more than two
decades, have not been evaluated systematically. They have usually been based on
information related to participants' satisfaction with a particular activity. Information
is rarely collected about faculty learning and changes in behaviors as a result of the
program. Tannenbaum and Yukl (1992) reported, based on a survey conducted by the
American Society of Training and Development (ASTD) in 1990 in large
organizations, that almost all of them evaluated training reactions, but only 10%
reported evaluating behavior changes on the job. The evaluation of on the job
behavioral changes is now key, when the labor market is requiring new and different
abilities from workers, and when economic constraints are requiring that workers

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.

perform effectively immediately upon return to their jobs. Even more rare is the
collection of information about the impact of the program on other persons, groups,
and places of the organization.
FD programs can be evaluated summatively to define their effectiveness, to
determine if the objectives were achieved, and to determine if the programs were
implemented as expected. In addition, Brinkerhoff (1987), Kirkpatrick (1983), and
McDonald (1987) considered that training and development programs can be evaluated
to determine the reactions, learning, and behaviors of the participants, along with the
effects on the stakeholders and on the organization.
Considering the issues pointed out above by Brinkerhoff (1987), Hass (1988),
Kirkpatrick (1983), Konrad (1983), McDonald (1987), and Tannenbaum and Yukl
(1992), two fundamental statements can be derived: (1) Evaluation of training and
development is usually conducted by measuring trainee satisfaction; evaluation is
rarely done by measuring trainee learning and/or on-the-job behavior, or by measuring
effects of the training on the organization; and (2) training and development are
usually evaluated at the end of the implementation of the activity for summative
purposes; evaluation is rarely done during the implementation of the activity for
formative purposes, or sometime after it has been finalized, to determine long range
impact. These considerations allow one to hypothesize that FD practices will be
evaluated mainly by measuring participant satisfaction with the practice, while
evaluation by measuring participant learning, participant on-the-job behavior, and
effects on the institution will be rarely conducted. In addition it can be hypothesized
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that most evaluations will be done immediately after die implementation of the FD
practice, for summative purposes, and they will be rarely done during the
implementation of the practice, for formative purposes, or sometime after the
implementation of the practice, to determine long range impact.
A study of types and times of evaluation used to evaluate FD practices in
higher educational institutions is worthwhile because (a) it will help to determine how
and when FD practices are being evaluated in higher education institutions; (b) it will
help administrators and faculty developers to give a more valid and reliable basis to
conduct FD programs based on how they are being evaluated; (c) it will help
administrators and faculty developers to make better decisions about cost-benefit and
FD practices' effectiveness; (d) it will contribute to the body of knowledge about FD
practices, impact evaluation, and evaluation of FD practices; (e) it will contribute to
the adoption of new types of FD evaluation and new times of FD evaluation by
showing faculty developers the variety of possibilities they can select; (f) it will help
decision makers in higher educational institutions to adopt FD practices and evaluation
of FD practices by providing information about what highly recognized institutions are
doing about FD practices and practice evaluation; (g) it will help administrators and
university executives to allocate FD resources more effectively, especially in those
practices that are more soundly evaluated through different types of evaluation; (h) it
will help faculty developers identify types of FD practices that are not adequately
evaluated; the identification of these practices can become the first step to explain why
such programs are not evaluated and to help faculty developers to design new
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evaluation processes; and (i) it will help administrators and faculty developers to know
what practices are more likely to contribute to the continuous growth and development
of faculty. Practices being evaluated using more types and times of evaluation,
especially formative evaluation, can be improved and better contribute better to the
development of the faculty.
FD program stakeholders are students, faculty, department administrators, and
the institutional community. Students will be mainly affected by FD programs related
to the professional dimension (instruction and advising), although the faculty's
interpersonal relations with students also can be affected. Faculty will be affected by
activities addressed to develop the personal and professional dimension.
Administrators, chairpersons, department staff, and peers will be affected by programs
focusing on faculty interrelations. Finally, the institution will be affected by programs
focusing on team work and management practices. However, the author contends that
any separation of the effects of FD programs is artificial because, ultimately, it is
difficult to establish the scope of a program in all its dimensions.
Based on the previous considerations, it is important to determine the
differences among FD programs and to describe FD evaluation in four year
universities and colleges of the United States.

Statement of the Problem

Faculty development (FD) programs are related to the characteristics, values,
beliefs, and culture of the university conducting the program. Thus, depending on the
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main function of a university or college, as conceived by its members, especially by
its faculty, staff, and administrators, FD programs will emphasize activities tending
to develop that function. Universities and colleges are classified as comprehensive,
research, doctorate-granting, or liberal arts (Boyer, 1987; 1991), with emphases in
teaching and interdisciplinary curriculum, research, research and teaching, and
teaching, respectively.

Thus, those universities and colleges will conduct FD

programs that emphasize instruction and curriculum, research, research and instruction,
and instruction, respectively.
Several survey studies related to types of higher education institutions, based
on the Technical Report: A Classification of Institutions o f Higher Education. 1987.
(Boyer, 1987) are related to areas such as grant and publication involvement
(Lawrence, Trautvetter, & Blackburn, 1989); faculty and staff salary (Dunn, 1992);
faculty salary and research productivity (Marsch, 1979); learning resource programs
(Schmidt, 1987); course planning design practices (Stark, et al., 1988); and faculty
experiences and organizational problems (Schneider & Raths, 1983). However, the
author of this study did not find studies about FD programs and FD evaluation related
to the type of institution.
Training and development programs are usually evaluated at the satisfaction
with the program level, also called reaction level. Areas such as learning, behavior,
and results are rarely evaluated. In his book Achieving Results from Training.
Brinkerhoff (1987) noted that business organizations began to see training and
development evaluation as a necessity because of the increased costs of training and
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development, the need for establishing accountability, and the need to make decisions
based on verifiable data. The same is true for higher education institutions, according
to Bergquist and Phillips (1979), Eble and McKeachie (1985), Gaff (1975,1977), Gaff
and Justice (1978), Gaff and Morstain (1978), Morstain and Gaff (1977), and Seldin
(1976).
FD programs are usually evaluated through professors' reactions to the
programs, such as evaluations conducted through a short questionnaire asking faculty
about their satisfaction with the instructor, the content, the place, and the food. Rarely
does the evaluation include learning aspects, and more rarely yet, behavioral aspects
of the job and consequences or effects on the other elements of the organization.
Even the impact on the students, who are supposed to be the most affected by the
faculty’s performance, is seldom measured. The time that FD has been on the scene
(Gaff, 1977), the increased costs of FD programs, the need of university executives
to know objectively the benefit derived from die investment in FD, the requirement
for accountability on the part of faculty, the demand for higher quality of instruction
by students, and the need to make decisions based on valid and reliable data require
that FD programs, practices, and activities be evaluated in a sound way that goes
beyond faculty satisfaction. However, before implementing new ways to evaluate FD
practices in universities and colleges it is necessary to know how FD practices are
actually evaluated.
As noted above, the author has not found studies establishing a relationship
between faculty development (FD) programs and types of universities. In addition,
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faculty development (FD) program evaluation has been conducted in only a limited
way. Thus, the focus of this study is necessary to determine (a) what are the most
important and most frequently used types of FD programs conducted in four-year
universities and colleges of the United States, and (b) how and when FD practices are
being evaluated in higher education institutions. The answers to these questions will
help administrators and faculty developers give a more valid and reliable basis to
implement FD programs, to improve the instructional practices used in FD programs,
to determine whether or not these programs are needed, to make better decisions about
cost-benefit, and to make FD programs and practices more effective.
In addition to the purposes stated previously, another purpose of this study is
to contribute to the body of knowledge about FD and FD evaluations.
In more concrete terms, this study can contribute to the adoption of new
methods of FD evaluation. Knowing what highly recognized institutions are doing
about FD evaluation can influence decision makers in other organizations to adopt
such processes. Knowing what types of evaluation are conducted in existing FD
practices can help university executives allocate FD resources more effectively,
especially in those programs that are more soundly evaluated. This study can also
help faculty developers identify types of FD practices that are not adequately
evaluated. The identification of these practices can become the first step to explain
why such programs are not evaluated and help faculty developers to design new
evaluation processes.

Decision makers and faculty developers can decide what

programs or practices should be maintained, modified, or eliminated.

Faculty
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developers should use evaluative information to offer effective FD programs that can
be used to benefit the organization and the stakeholders. Finally, the determination
of FD evaluation characteristics will help to show the growth and maturity occurring
in the field of FD (Gaff, 1977).
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CHAPTER n

REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE

Presented in this chapter is the review of the literature related to faculty
development (FD) program evaluations. It begins with a review of FD definitions and
types, and its evolution. Then, it continues with aspects related to evaluation and
program evaluation.

After this, it lists the main characteristics of United States

universities, based on the 1987 Carnegie Foundation Technical Report and the
National Survey of Faculty. 1989: Special Report (Boyer, 1990).

Finally, the

relationship among these areas is discussed.
A description of FD and FD evaluations is necessary to provide a common
baseline to understand why specific areas, activities, and practices of FD are included
in this study, and why the topic of FD evaluation is considered important. In addition,
this review is a source of current information of the body of knowledge concerning
these areas.
The review of the literature has been developed to (a) establish the
characteristics of FD activities, (b) establish the characteristics of program evaluation,
(c) characterize FD practices as part of programs that can be evaluated, and (d) create
a framework for the evaluation of FD practices in four-year universities and colleges
of the United States.

17
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18
Faculty Development

Jennings, Barlar, and Bartling (1991), in a report based on a survey conducted
in higher educational institutions, noted that faculty development (FD) practices are
based on the assumption that the most valuable institutional resource is its faculty
members. In addition, in his book Toward Faculty Renewal. Gaff (1975) noted that
FD is "enhancing the talents, expanding the interests, improving the competence, and
otherwise facilitating the professional and personal growth of faculty members" (p.
14). This definition is broad enough to include any FD activity carried out to develop
the personal and professional dimensions of the faculty member. This holistic view
of FD, considering both the professional and personal dimensions of the faculty, was
uncommon in FD programs until the 1980s. Miller and Wilson (cited in Gaff, 1975)
reported, based on a study conducted in an American university, that few persons
tended to think of faculty development as involving a range of interrelated
development activities.

The Evolution of Faculty Development

The emphases of faculty development (FD) have changed over time. The
origins of FD can be related to the needs to ameliorate subject matter competence
(Gaff, 1975; Seldin, 1976). This view is reinforced by Gaff (1977), Morstain and
Gaff (1977), and Seldin (1976) who, based on review of the literature and survey
studies about FD practices, noted that faculty in prior years took sabbatical leaves,
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attended conferences and lectures, and went to professional meetings for the purpose
of increasing their knowledge and understanding of their disciplines. Within this
frame of reference, FD began as a systematic practice about 1810, at Harvard
University, where sabbatical leave was the most common FD practice (Forman, 1989).
Sabbatical leaves were given to faculty for research projects that could not be pursued
in the professor’s institution (Eble & McKeachie, 1985). Thus, a sabbatical leave was
thought of as a way to develop faculty research needs rather than instructional needs.
Gaff (1977, 1978) noted, based on a review of the literature, that during the
late 1960s increased student power in formulating policies and demanding better
teaching, campus turmoil, intensive criticism of the quality of teaching, the realization
that most faculty would remain at their institutions, infusion into the system of new
types of students, and the availability of new instructional approaches required new
competencies from faculty and demanded new approaches to FD.
In the 1970s many colleges and universities continued to face significant
changes on their campuses.

There were changes in student enrollment, student

interests, increased requirements for accountability, a tight job market for faculty,
student activism on campus, and declining financial resources (Eble & McKeachie,
1985; Gaff, 1975; Seldin, 1976). Student enrollment is characterized by a reduction
in die number of traditional students and an increase in the number of nontraditional
students such as minorities, first-generation students, adult learners, and women
(Forman, 1989). Low job mobility caused by the tight job market and sharp drops in
funding and student enrollment increased the number of university faculty with tenure,
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limiting the possibility of contracting new faculty to bring innovative ideas to the
universities (Belker, 1983; Gaff, 1975; Seldin, 1976). These changes in clientele and
job market, added to new educational settings, instructional methods, and criticism of
undergraduate students regarding teaching quality, required faculty to change their
teaching practices and institutions to confront pressure to further develop the
instructional capabilities of their faculty (Belker, 1983; Forman, 1989; Gaff & Justice,
1978; Morstain & Gaff, 1977; Seldin, 1976). Thus, the emphasis of FD activities in
the 1970s was on instructional development and teaching improvement (Forman,
1989).
The emphases on instructional development and teaching improvement can be
seen in a study conducted by Centra (1976) concerning faculty development practices
in two-year, four-year, and graduate colleges and universities. He found that the most
common FD practices were sabbatical leaves, consultations by experienced faculty,
instructional assistance, and assessment of teachers. In addition, Gaff and Morstain
(1978) reported, based on a survey study of higher education institutions, that the
most common activities were talking with colleagues and consultants; developing new
courses and revising existing courses; learning about innovative teaching methods,
learning styles, and test construction; conducting teacher and course evaluations; and
addressing issues like student-faculty relationships, advising, and career development.
Nadler (1984) stated that training is related to the preparation of people for
performing the functions of their particular work, while development and education
are related to the provision of knowledge, skills, and abilities for making people better
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fitted to the organization or for performing future jobs. FD practices in the 1970s
using Nadler’s position about training, development, and education are better
characterized as faculty training than as FD. Faculty were trained to perform their
teaching jobs more efficiently.

FD in higher education was "used to describe

programs and activities which helped faculty to be more effective in their professional
roles" (Belker, 1983, p. 75). However, Gaff and Justice (1978) reported that by 1976,
over half of the institutions of higher education in the country not only helped faculty
update or upgrade their knowledge of the subject matter, but also incorporated
teaching improvement and career enhancement into their FD programs.
During the 1980s, the same events that triggered FD practices in the 1970s
intensified, and events such as reduced clerical support and travel budgets, loss of
faculty earning power, oversupply of faculty, new emphasis on students as customers,
greater demands for accountability, and "academic burnout" (a feeling of exhaustation
and ineffectiveness resulting from depleted mental and physical resources as a
consequence of the ongoing deterioration of the academic workplace) were added
(Forman, 1989). Kelly (1990) in a review of the literature found that academic
burnout is one of the problems related to faculty revitalization in two- and four-year
colleges and universities. In addition, teaching loads were increased, opportunities to
offer specialized courses in areas of teachers' interests decreased, and the time to work
individually with students was lacking.

All these factors contributed to a new

conception of FD, with a broader scope and emphasis on the personal dimension of
the faculty member (Forman, 1989).
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In his article "The Personal Dimension: Faculty Development," Schuster (1989)
contended that traditional FD practices like sabbatical leaves, research stipends, and
improvement of instruction became inadequate to meet the personal needs of faculty.
More holistic programs emphasizing the professional and personal dimensions of
faculty began to appear in colleges and universities. Such practices, according to
Forman (1989), included faculty career consulting, wellness programs, and
financial/retirement planning programs. An example of this approach is the FD
program at Brookdale Community College in Princeton, New Jersey, which addresses
different areas of FD such as wellness, faculty recognition, faculty exchanges,
recreation and social events, special projects, faculty research, teaching excellence,
faculty publications, and sabbaticals, among others. However, this approach is not
common in most higher educational institutions (Schuster, 1989).
The 1990s have been characterized by the same approaches to FD as those in
the 1980s. Chesebro (1991) identified some factors, such as faculty shortages,
recruitment processes, affirmative action, multiculturism, divergent teaching strategies,
research and training, and development of national standards, that will likely affect FD
practices. Personal and professional dimensions of faculty members will continue to
be considered in FD programs. Wellness programs; organizational, interpersonal and
group relationship seminars; workshops for instructional improvement; and sabbatical
leaves are part of FD programs in some universities. Eble and McKeachie (1985) and
Forman (1989) pointed out, based on the review of the literature, that sabbatical leaves
are considered in most universities as the most adequate way to help faculty develop
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research skills and are thus widely used. The same conclusion is noted by Flack
(1987) and Uhlig and Haberman (1987) based on faculty survey studies conducted in
higher educational institutions in Taiwan and the United States respectively.
After working in die Office of Faculty Development Services at Western
Michigan University (WMU), Kalamazoo, Michigan, the author of this study found
that FD programs at WMU constitute good examples of a systemic approach. Faculty
Development Services at WMU offers workshops, seminars, luncheons, conferences,
and short lectures designed to assist faculty in developing new instructional practices
to make them more knowledgeable and successful. In addition, the University Health
Center offers programs designed to promote good health and physical fitness. This
holistic approach includes the development of faculty, their instructional practices, and
their interpersonal, group, and organizational relationships.

Faculty and Organizational Development

The new FD approach includes a variety of activities to help faculty redesign
courses, design course syllabi, leam new teaching and learning methods, acquire new
instructional skills, obtain feedback about their current teaching practices, relate
teaching to student learning styles and characteristics, develop a clear idea of students
as clients, improve evaluation practices, develop positive attitudes toward their work,
improve departmental and organizational operations, obtain personal renewal, plan
their careers, and become active members of the institution (Gaff, 1977). These
activities can be classified in three main areas of development: faculty development
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(FD), instructional development (ID), and organizational development (OD). The
following paragraphs describe FD, ID, and OD and how they relate to one another.
Faculty Development fFD\

FD can be seen as a two dimensional activity. One dimension involves the
faculty's professional development, while the other deals with their personal
development. In the first dimension, according to Jennings et al. (1991), "faculty
development generally focuses on the role of teaching, research and in-service" (p.
147). FD practices in the professional dimension are related to the acquisition of
instructional, curriculum development, and research skills. Within the professional
dimension, FD may assist faculty in the acquisition of knowledge regarding education,
the development of new skills in education and instruction, exploration of attitudes
toward teaching and learning, and consideration of the role of teaching in relation to
other professions. Within the personal dimension FD may help faculty enhance both
their relationships with colleagues and students, and their own wellness and health
(Forman, 1989; Gaff, 1975).
Centra (1977) found that most activities related to instructional improvement
and personal development are being handled through workshops and seminars;
students, colleague, or videotape assessments; course development; sabbaticals; and
teaching awards. After surveying 27 institutions of higher education, Uhlig and
Haberman (1987) found that the main faculty development activities in rank order
were sabbaticals, teaching awards, peer review, professional travel, and student ratings.
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They found that the most infrequent topics offered to faculty were research skills and
grant writing. If it is accepted that sabbaticals are most useful for developing research
skills, then these findings support Harvard University's view that sabbaticals are the
most adequate way of developing faculty in the research area (Forman, 1989).
Instructional development (ID) is related to the development of effective and
efficient student learning experiences (Gaff, 1976). In ID the focus of interest is the
development of teaching strategies that will increase the student's learning ability, the
development of instructional media to stimulate learning, the solution to learning
problems, and the relationship of learning styles to student learning. In summary, ID
is concerned with the instructional processes and their relation to effective learning.
Instructional development (ID) includes processes such as specification of
learning objectives; design and production of learning materials; design of instructional
sequences to achieve the objectives; measurement, assessment, and evaluation of the
achievement of the objectives; and revision of learning objectives based on student
evaluations (Gaff, 1976). These processes frequently are the focus of FD programs
and are delivered through workshops, seminars, conferences, and other types of in
services.

Frequently, these workshops and seminars are identified as use of

instructional media, development of learning strategies, formulation of learning
objectives, and measurement and evaluation techniques, among others.
The relationship between instructional development (ID) and faculty
development (FD) appears when faculty learn new ways to make learning more
effective. Learning cannot take place without teaching, and the process of learning
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should be known and mastered in order to be a good teacher. When the focus of FD
programs is reviewed, it is found that most FD programs have been highly dominated
by instructional topics (Belker, 1983; Forman, 1989). Addressing ID issues in FD
programs has provided good results. Gaff and Morstain (1978) found that 50% of the
participants of a study agreed that the climate for teaching has become more favorable
as a result of teaching improvement programs. Using some of the comments noted
by Gaff (1976), the relationship between FD and ID can be more easily seen if the
following principles related to ID are considered: (a) the improvement of instruction
is related to the design and redesign of the learning experiences of students; (b) the
planned application of the instructional development process can lead to the
improvement of learning; (c) consistency between objectives, learning strategies, and
evaluation will produce more effective learning; (d) instructional media can improve
the efficiency and effectiveness of learning; and (e) student learning is brought about
by effective teaching.
Faculty should design courses in ways that enhance learning and make it
possible for all students to learn. They must formulate objectives, design learning
plans, and write evaluations. For this reason, part of a FD program in the professional
dimension should be guided by ID principles. These principles are included in many
workshops, seminars, conferences, and in-services delivered through FD programs.
Gaff (1975) provided a good guide to changes that FD programs should foster
in faculty. These changes, along with others considered highly important by the
author of this study, are (a) gaining knowledge about higher education and about
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teaching and learning, (b) developing instructional skills, (c) encouraging affective
development, (d) getting feedback about teaching behavior, (e) developing a positive
attitude toward change, (f) developing a systemic view of instruction, (g) encouraging
health and wellness, and (h) developing effective interpersonal relationships.

Organizational Development COD')

Organizational development (OD) includes processes and technology used to
solve organizational problems; to make more efficient and effective organizational
processes, and to change, eliminate, or reinforce organizational members’ behaviors,
so they can function adequately within the organization. Nadler (1984) noted that OD
efforts are designed to keep the organization working in changing times. Gaff (1975)
commented that French and Bell pointed out that organizational development (OD) is
an "effort to improve an organization's problem-solving and renewal process,
particularly through a more effective and collaborative management of organization
culture" (p. 76). This view, although correct, is not appropriate to describe all of
today's OD initiatives. OD also considers processes to improve, maintain, change, or
reinforce organizational process and organization members' behaviors. The reactive
view of OD has been substituted for a proactive one in which OD is continuously
operating and predicting changes to accommodate the organization even before the
change occurs.
In the educational environment, organizational development (OD) has focused
on the interpersonal aspects of teaching and learning (Gaff, 1975). Instruction is a
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dynamic, social process.

It involves students, administrators, faculty, and some

elements of the community, so the development of adequate relationships among those
elements is fundamental to making instruction effective. On the other hand, the
changes that the organization experiences because of external or internal pressures and
the management of these changes will affect and be affected by faculty. Gaff and
Morstain (1978) contended that FD programs should help faculty "to become less
insulated by their respective disciplines, by their positions, and by other structures
within the institutions" (p. 79).
Gaff (1976) pointed out some principles of OD which can be modified, applied
to universities, and used to guide FD efforts. These modified principles are as
follows: (a) faculty behavior can be changed by changing the institutional and/or
departmental environment; (b) higher education organizations are systems; academic
departments are the building elements, so, changes in departments and in the
interrelations of their members will produce organizational change; (c) development
programs can help faculty and other organizational members to work more
productively with their colleagues; (d) department leaders and chairpersons are
responsible for promoting and maintaining an institutional climate that facilitates
efficient and effective learning and teaching; and (e) educational institutions can be
improved by reviewing their goals and processes, and adapting to existing or projected
requirements.
Organizational development (OD) can be easily tied to FD by conducting
development and training programs based on day-to-day problems and examining the
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way to deal with ordinary and current institutional issues. Gaff and Justice (1978)
contended that FD can be used as one component o f the total institutional renewal.
OD in higher education institutions should be tied to strategic plans of the
organization. If the premise that universities are centers of teaching, learning, and
research is accepted, FD becomes part of the strategic mission of universities. Faculty
are the organizational members who intervene and develop most of the processes
(teaching, learning, and research) that allow universities to achieve their strategic
missions.
Gaff and Morstain (1978) in a survey conducted in higher education
institutions found that FD activities provide a sense of renewal and revitalization for
the institution. Most participants in FD activities reported improvement in their
relationships with administrators, colleagues, and students, and perceived an
atmosphere more supportive of teaching. The same comments were made by Gaff and
Justice (1978) in an article related to the evolution o f FD practices in the United
States. For organizational development (OD) to succeed it must be assimilated within
the institutional structures, policies, norms, and procedures that support today's higher
education institutions.
Gaff (1977), Gaff and Justice (1978), and Gaff and Morstain (1978) pointed
out that more institutions are recognizing the need to create new services to help
faculty redesign courses; become conscious of their assumptions about teaching and
learning; acquire alternative instructional skills; gain useful feedback about their own
teaching behavior, tailor their teaching to a more diverse, and in many cases, older
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student clientele; improve the fairness of the evaluation and accuracy of testing and
grading (activities that can be classified as instructional development and/or
professional development); reconsider their values and attitudes toward work; improve
the operation of their department or institution (activities considered in the
organizational development area); obtain personal renewal; and plan their careers more
systematically (activities associated to personal development). Jennings et al. (1991)
noted that OD, professional development, and ID are part of an effective FD program.
In addition, Gaff and Morstain (1978) noted that "faculty development apparently has
released energies that have led to the improvement of teaching and assisted the
renewal of institutions" (p. 82). Although the importance of professional development,
personal development, ID and OD, is easily justified, Belker (1983), based on a
survey study, reported that most institutions support organizational and instructional
goals more than personal goals. Gaff and Morstain (1978) summarized adequately the
relationship among professional development, personal development, ID, and OD
when they pointed out, "the driving forces behind faculty development are the needs
to find the ways for faculty to continue growing and developing throughout their
entire careers and for institutions to remain dynamic during the coming decades" (p.
82).

Impact Evaluation of Programs

Evaluation is a pervasive process in any human activity. In the following
paragraphs evaluation is considered as a field of study, without establishing its
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relationship to faculty development (FD), to provide a frame of reference for the
reader. The relationship between evaluation and FD will be presented immediately
after this section.

Evaluation

The Joint Committee on Standards for Educational Evaluation (1981) pointed
out that, "Evaluation is an inevitable part of any human undertaking" (p. 5). In any
human activity, evaluation is a pervasive process used to judge actions and behaviors
of a person, group, or organization. Evaluation is used to judge the quality and
achievements of a program. Evaluation is also used in any situation where the quality
of a person, event, or program needs to be increased and/or its worth or merit needs
to be determined (The Joint Committee on Standards for Educational Evaluation,
1981). Thus, evaluation has two main functions, one related to the improvement of
the object of the evaluation and the other related to making decisions about that
object.
Guba and Lincoln (1987) noted that evaluation has moved through several
generations. In the first generation, evaluation was characterized as technical and the
evaluator as a technician. In the second, evaluation was based on stated objectives,
and the evaluator became a describer, retaining the technician role. In the third
generation, evaluation was characterized by efforts to reach judgments, and the
evaluator was a technician, describer, and judge.

The fourth generation, still

emerging, considers the stakeholder and audiences involved in the evaluation. In this
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generation, evaluation is characterized by a pluralism of opinions, and the evaluator
becomes a mediator, negotiator, and/or change agent.
Hass (1988), based on a review of the literature, noted similarly that evaluation
evolved from Tyler's predetermined objectives approach, Scriven’s Goal Free
Evaluation approach, Stufflebeam's Context-Input-Process-Product (CIPP) approach,
and Kirkpatrick’s Hierarchy of Evaluation, to the Natural Evaluation approach of Guba
and Lincoln. This last approach considers participants' concerns about the issues
being evaluated. Guba and Lincoln (1987), going a step further in their analysis,
stated that the fourth generation of evaluation is characterized by (a) value-pluralism,
(b) stakeholder construction, (c) fairness, (d) merit and worth, and (e) negotiated
process and outcomes. These characteristics clearly establish the need to involve all
interested audiences in the evaluation process.

They also establish some

characteristics of the evaluation that should be kept in mind when conducting it:
Evaluation is (a) a social political process; (b) a learning/teaching process; (c) an
emergent, continuous, recursive, collaborative, and divergent process; (d) a process
that creates "reality"; (e) a process that may produce unpredictable outcomes; and (f)
a process where the items requiring negotiation should be spelled out and related to
the particularities of each case.

Purposes of the Evaluation

Evaluation can be done for a diversity of purposes. In his book Decision
Analysis for Program Evaluation. Thompson (1982) stated that evaluation can be done
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for (a) influencing personnel, by giving means to influence the individuals' rewards;
(b) disclosing or measuring the effects of a completed program, by giving knowledge
about unanticipated results or information about actual actions; (c) increasing
consensus among participants, by showing the appropriateness of an action; and (d)
justifying a course of action, by showing positive results in relation to the action. In
addition to these legitimate purposes of evaluation, he noted that evaluation can also
be conducted for illegitimate purposes, such as (a) making a program look good or
bad, (b) diverting attention, and (c) delaying a course of action.
Evaluation is usually related to a person, organizational unit, project, or
program.

Evaluation dealing with individuals can be categorized as personnel

evaluation. This type of evaluation is the responsibility of supervisors, personnel
managers, and human resources units, among others. The second type of evaluation,
referred to as organizational evaluation, has to do with the evaluation of organizational
processes. It is done to assess the carrying out of plans and to make decisions for
maintaining or correcting those plans. Usually this evaluation is made by or under the
supervision of the executive levels of the organization, involving middle managers and
decision makers. The third type of evaluation, project or program evaluation, has to
do with the evaluation of processes, plans, strategies, or resources engaged in the
provision of a service to a person, group, organization, or community. This type of
evaluation should be carried out by program directors, managers, or individuals
coordinating the program or project. It also can be requested by any stakeholder,
person, or group interested in the service that the program provides.
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Program and Project Evaluation

The terms program and project evaluation tend to be used indiscriminately.
They are, however, different because of the time frame in which each one is defined.
Usually projects are funded for a defined period of time to perform specific activities.
A program, on the other hand, is conceived on a more permanent and long-lasting
basis. In their book Understanding Program Evaluation. Rutman and Mowbray (1983)
defined program as "an intervention or set of activities mounted to achieved external
objectives—that is, to meet some recognized social need or to solve an identified social
problem" (p. 12). Using a similar approach, Evans, Russell, Barnard, Sanders and
Coffey (1982) considered a program to be constituted by several projects with related
objectives.
By combining the definitions of program and evaluation, program evaluation
can be defined as a process to determine how some interventions are implemented and
the impact of that intervention on elements related to it—these elements may be
projects included within the program and to make decisions related to them. On the
other hand, Rutman and Mowbray (1983), considering the issue of methodology,
defined program evaluation as the "use of scientific methods to measure the
implementation and outcomes of programs, for decision making purposes" (p. 12).
M. J. Smith (1990) emphasized the importance of the users of the evaluation results
in human service organizations. He defined program evaluation as "the use of social
science research methods by evaluators, administrators, or practitioners to assess the
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planning, implementation, or outcome of social programs in a political environment"
(p. IS). The Joint Committee on Standards for Educational Evaluation (1981), taking
an educational orientation, defined program evaluation as "evaluations that assess
educational activities which provide services on a continuing basis and often involve
curricular offerings" (p. 12).
These definitions are broad enough to include different types of program
evaluations. All of them implicitly include the use of research methods and the
assessing of process and outcomes of the programs. Continuing education programs,
doctoral programs, vaccination programs, Head Start programs, and faculty
development programs could and should be evaluated. "People in all fields make
choices, and it is inconceivable that they should do so without assessing the worth or
merit of the options" (The Joint Committee, 1981, p. 5). In addition, decision makers
want and need to know whether a program is meeting its objectives, and to determine
whether such programs should be continued, expanded, cut back, changed, or
abandoned (Weiss, 1972).

Uses of Program Evaluations

Program evaluation should be a formative and summative process. It should
be used to improve the program, to present conclusions related to its worth and merit,
and to provide recommendations for the elimination or maintenance of a program
(Brinkerhoff et al., 1983; Hass, 1988; The Joint Committee, 1981; Weiss, 1972).
Formative evaluation provides information to continue using processes, procedures,
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and resources, increasing iheir quality, or correcting them. Mohr (1988) noted that
"formative evaluation helps to improve or 'form' the program itself' (p.26). On the
other hand, summative evaluation has to do with final achievements, performance,
learning, use of resources and facilities, and appropriateness of the program. Weiss
(1972) described six main uses of program evaluation that show the formative and
summative nature of the evaluation. She noted that program evaluation can be used
to (a) continue or discontinue a program, (b) improve its practices and procedures, (c)
add or drop specific program strategies and techniques, (d) institute similar programs
elsewhere, (e) allocate resources among competing programs, and (f) accept or reject
a program approach or theory.
Chelimsky (1987) took a more naturalistic approach that included the
stakeholders in her analysis. She stated that evaluation findings can be related to (a)
the effectiveness of a program, (b) client satisfaction and frustration with program
services, (c) the views of the program by the stakeholder, (d) trends in the problem(s)
addressed by the program, or (e) changes in the dimensions or focus of the program.
M. J. Smith (1990), taking a more process-oriented approach, stated that
program evaluation can be used to (a) assess a program design or plan, (b) monitor
program implementation or operations, and (c) assess program outcomes.
The uses of program evaluation can be related to the phases of design,
implementation, and evaluation of the results of program development. These phases
are the same described by Brinkerhoff (1987) in stages II through VI of his Six Stage
Model of evaluation. The uses of program evaluation pointed out by Chelimsky
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(1987), Weiss (1972), and M. J. Smith (1990) can be classified in the following
categories: (a) uses of program evaluation to institute programs, allocate resources,
accept or reject a program approach theory, and change the dimensions or focus of the
program (related to assessing the plan or design of the program); (b) uses to improve
practices and procedures, and add or drop program strategies or techniques (related
to the monitoring of the implementation of the program); and (c) uses to continue or
discontinue a program, define its effectiveness, and determine client satisfaction and
stakeholder view of the program (related to assessing the program's outcomes).

Impact Evaluation

Evans et al., (1982), from the perspective of their work in vocational schools,
stated that impact is "the consequence(s) of funded vocational education research and
development projects and programs" (p. 8). Sjogren (cited in Wilks & Sikes, 1988)
noted that impact refers to the effects of a continuing education activity that are
assessed beyond the instructional program. In a paper presented at the Canadian
Evaluation Society, Hass (1988) noted that program evaluation should include impact
evaluation in order to determine the effect of the program on the community over an
extended period of time. This definition corresponds to the fourth stage, effect on the
organization, of the dimensions of evaluation described by Kirkpatrick (1978).
Mohr (1988) used the term impact analysis similarly to refer to a process used
to determine "the extent to which one set of directed human activities affected the
state of some objects and phenomena and~at least sometimes—determine why the
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effects were as small or large as they turned out to be" (p. 1). In addition, Granville,
et al. (1978) and Patton, et al. (1975), after assessing programs in early childhood
education and the federal health areas, linked the concept of impact evaluation to
effectiveness when they established that evaluation will impact decision making and/or
policy formation. The assessment of vocational programs by Evans et al. (1982)
supported Granville and colleagues' view and added a formative element to their
considerations when noting that "without impact there is no program improvement"
(p. 8). However, Wilks and Sikes (1988) adopted a contrary position when saying
that impact evaluation is "a summative type of evaluation, in that it is concerned with
whether the activity has achieved, or is achieving, the ultimate purpose" (p. 54).
The author of this study shares the view that impact evaluation is tied to
evaluation effectiveness. If program evaluation is to be effective, it must consider the
impact of the program on actual actions or future decision making, for formative or
summative purposes, within a period of time. The issue of effectiveness, however,
is difficult to establish for several reasons. First, effectiveness can be assessed only
if there are clear objectives or standards by which to compare the achievements.
Usually, this is not the case with many social programs (Berk & Rossi, 1990).
Second, when evaluating the impact of a program at a certain moment, it is impossible
to isolate the factors belonging to the program from other factors present in the
context where the program is implemented. Programs are implemented in social
environments where a variety of forces operate, strengthening or weakening the effect
of the variables handled in the program. Finally, as noted by Baugher (1981),
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"effectiveness measurement requires a broad understanding of social values and human
nature as well as skills in the application of statistically complex measurement
techniques" (p. vii).
Impact evaluation of programs may be conducted to assess program impact on
a person, group, or organization, not only over a short period of time, but also years
after the program has been completed. A program will always produce certain effects
on the elements involved in it, and such impact may be assessed in different moments.
Impact evaluation will affect the making of decisions in relation to a program. It will
say whether or not a program is working, serving in this way accountability purposes;
but it also will be useful to policy formulation and execution purposes of succeeding
phases of the same program, or subsequent programs (Chelinsky, 1987). In more
specific terms, using the approach of Evans et al. (1982), "it is critical to assess the
impact of programs for accountability purposes and for making better judgments about
further dissemination, identifying priorities and future funding activities" (p. 8). It is
important when evaluating program impact to consider the sociopolitical acceptability
of the implications (Chelinsky, 1987; Granville et al., 1978; Palumbo, 1987; Weiss,
1987); the relevance of the data gathered, and the pertinence of the evaluation criteria
(Granville et al., 1978) to avoid negative effects on the individuals involved in the
program.
The inclusion of sociopolitical factors in impact evaluation has not been
thoroughly considered, according to a study by Patton et al. (1975) of 20 different
federal health program evaluations. They found that the importance of the personal
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factor in evaluation has been underestimated and that people in government could use
evaluations not for making decisions with immediate, concrete and visible impacts, but
in subtle, clarifying, reinforcing, and reorienting way.

Program Evaluation Attributes

Program evaluation can challenge stakeholders'judgment of a program, so, the
potential for confronting rejection of the results of the evaluations is high. People
tend to resist any process that produces criticism of themselves or of their work. It
is difficult to separate the evaluation of processes and procedures of a program from
the individuals intervening in those processes and procedures (Chelinsky, 1987; Guba
& Lincoln, 1987; The Joint Committee, 1981; Weiss, 1987). To avoid resistance and
rejection of evaluation information the following factors must be considered: (a)
independent funding for the evaluation, (b) usefulness of the evaluation for all
stakeholders, (c) full participation of all stakeholders at all levels, (d) communication
of evaluation results to all participants and legitimately interested persons, and (e)
implementation of a technically sound evaluation (Jung, Reller & Dayton, 1984).
In addition, Love (cited in Granville et al., 1978) considered several factors
that contribute to use of evaluative information resulting from program evaluations.
These factors are (a) the program includes the evaluation plans, (b) the information
is reported in a timely manner, (c) the evaluation is based on a rigorous experimental
design, (d) the evaluators and the organization carrying out the program being
evaluated are respected, (e) a relationship between process and outcomes is
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demonstrated, and (f) the program appeals to noncontroversial issues. The factors
noted previously are well summarized by The Joint Committee of Standards for
Educational Evaluation (1981), which established that any program evaluation should
comply with four attributes: utility, feasibility, propriety, and accuracy. The utility
attribute is present when evaluation serves the practical information needs of a
determined population. Evaluation is feasible when it can be done in the actual
context with the needed materials and personnel to complete its purposes. The
propriety attribute is present when evaluation is done legally and ethically, with the
adequate regard of those involved in the process. Finally, the accuracy attribute is
present when the evaluative information is sound, only relevant data forjudging worth
and merit of the program are gathered, the information is technically adequate, and the
judgments produced are linked logically to the data.
Program evaluation should reflect program goals and objectives, based on
previously assessed needs, with well-defined performance or achievement standards.
Brinkerhoff et al. (1983) stated that to "terminate, continue, curtail or expand [a
program, evaluators] should be responsive to continuing and emerging needs and
problems." (p. vii). Evaluation indicators should be derived from performance and
achievement standards. Evaluation methods may include surveys, archival searches,
observations, organization profiles, case studies, advocacy teams, simulation studies,
time series studies, checklists, and Delphi techniques, among many more (The Joint
Committee, 1981). However, it is important that the consideration of the evaluation
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methods be based on the type of information to be collected, the potential effects on
stakeholders, and the types of decision to be made.

Designing Program Evaluation

Program evaluation should be done in a systematic and organized fashion.
Individuals conducting the evaluation of a program should ask themselves some
fundamental questions such as: What is going to be evaluated? Why, when, where,
and how is it going to be evaluated? What are the costs (human, materials, financial)
associated with the evaluation? What are the effects of the results of the evaluation
on different stakeholders? Who will receive these results? and How will results be
reported? Program evaluators should go through a reflective thinking process,
establishing the pros and cons of the evaluation, the potential consequences and effects
on people directly and indirectly involved in the program, the effects on other
programs, the immediate and long-term effects of their decisions, and the implications
of the results and decisions for themselves as individuals. Program evaluation design
implies the planning of the method to evaluate the program, not the planning of the
program itself.
All these questions are reflected in the Brinkerhoff et al., (1983) program
evaluation design, presented in their book Program Evaluation: A Practitioner's Guide
for Trainers and Educators, that includes the following components: (a) an evaluation
preview, (b) evaluation questions, (c) an information collection plan, (d) an analysis
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and interpretation plan, (e) a report plan, (f) a management plan, and (g) a plan to
evaluate the evaluation.
Based on that model, some elements can be pointed out as fundamental in any
program evaluation process. These elements are (a) the definition of the purpose of
the evaluation; (b) the identification and definition of the elements to be evaluated,
considering the needs assessment and the objectives of the program; (c) the design of
the evaluation, including sources of information, methods of collecting information,
timeliness, resources (human, materials, and financial), methods of analyzing
information, and budget; (d) a report of the evaluative information, considering who
will receive the report, reporting formats, scope of the report or reports; and (e)
program metaevaluation, considering the evaluation of the evaluation, and comparing
the evaluation implementation with the evaluation design.
Brinkerhoff et al., (1983); Campbell, Pascarelli, and Thome (1981); M. J.
Smith (1990); and Wilson and Faddis (1983) developed

models for program

evaluation that can be summarized in the following stages:
Stage 1. Describing the program: This stage is key to identifying what
elements are acting in the advancement of the program.
Stage 2. Defining the program evaluation goals: Program goals help to
establish where the program is heading. This stage deals with two main issues, first,
the establishment of goals to define outcomes toward which efforts will be directed,
and second, the establishment of objectives, including specific outcomes, to be
achieved so that goals can also be achieved. In this case the author believes that
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Kirkpatrick's (1978, 1983a, 1983b) model provides a useful frame of reference to
establish the goals of a program evaluation. Program evaluation goals can be to
evaluate (a) the reaction of the participants of the program, (b) the learning that
occurred as a result of the program, (c) the behavioral changes due to the program,
(d) the impact of the program on other contexts, or (e) two or more of these
components.
Stage 3. Designing the program evaluation: The program evaluation design
can be divided in three fundamental actions that the evaluator completes. First is the
evaluation research design.

In this stage the evaluator defines methods,

techniques/tools, and types of information that he/she will collect (Brinkerhoff et al.,
1983; Rutman and Mowbray, 1983; M. J. Smith, 1990). Second is the evaluation
management design.

The evaluator considers the milestones, tasks, activities,

timelines and deadlines—specifying starting and completion dates, and costs and
expenditures that the program will incur. Third is the evaluation report plan. The
evaluator will plan how to report the findings resulting from the evaluation of the
program.
Stage 4. Implementing the program evaluation: In this stage the evaluator
collects the data about the program implementation.
Stage 5. Analyzing the data: The purpose of this stage is to compile and
summarize data to determine how the program is operating and whether the program
is fulfilling its goals and objectives. In this stage the evaluator, considering the
description of the program made in a previous stage, explains the behaviors, actions,
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and events observed. He/she tries to make sense of those events. However, "the roles
of unintended effects, positive or negative, must also be considered. These findings
should be included in any observation report that comes out of the evaluation and
should be considered in drawing conclusions regarding the future of the program"
(Campbell et al., 1981, p. 27).
Stage 6. Reporting the results of the program evaluation: In this stage the
evaluator writes the major findings of the evaluation, making recommendations in
terms of the program and its present and future directions (M. J. Smith, 1990). The
evaluator will decide what data to provide, to whom, and when (Brinkerhoff et al.,
1983). In the reporting stage, the evaluator should look for the best means to convey
the information relevant to the program. Different audiences may have very different
information needs (Campbell et al., 1981). Some of the elements of the following
outline for program evaluation reports are based on recommendations made by
Brinkerhoff et al. (1983), M. J. Smith (1990), and ideas from the author (a) program
description; (b) program goals and objectives; (c) program evaluation design (research
design, data collection instruments and procedures, sampling plan, management plan
of the evaluation, and budget); (d) data analysis (data definition, and data analysis
procedures); (e) summary of findings; and (f) implications and recommendations.
The author of this study emphasizes that the final report should be customized
to the audience receiving the report. If different audiences will be recipients of the
report, the evaluator must create as many reports as needed to produce the appropriate
impact on each specific audience.
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Impact Evaluation of FD Programs

The impact of FD programs or practices can be assessed through the evaluation
of the impact of activities or projects that constitute the program, or through the
evaluation of the program itself.

If a FD program includes activities such as

sabbatical leaves, technical assistance, instruction through workshops or seminars,
career development seminars, retraining sessions in areas of knowledge, and research
workshops and seminars, the impact evaluation of this program can be assessed by
evaluating the impact of each activity. Of course, many practitioners will say that to
evaluate isolated activities is not the same as to evaluate the entire program as an unit.
However, in many cases, practical considerations such as time, costs, need to know
about a section of the program, and need to show value of the program, among others,
require partial evaluations and the application of the results to the program. The main
difference between impact evaluation of FD activities, projects, and programs is the
time frame. Programs are conceived in a longer time frame. However, the same
elements that should be considered in evaluating programs should also be considered
when evaluating projects or activities.
Evaluating the impact of activities and/or programs does not depend on the
evaluation plan that is followed, but rather on the instruments or methods selected, the
collection of information, and the sources of information that will be used. In the
following paragraphs the term program will be used generically to refer to projects
and/or activities.
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47
What to Evaluate?.

Evaluation of the impact of FD programs can be done at different intervals
after the program has been completed. A program can be evaluated while it is
implemented, immediately after it has been finished, a month later, and/or six months
later. Tannenbaum and Yukl (1992) contended that "there are not guidelines for
determining the appropriate length of time to wait before collecting post-training
measures" (p. 424). They also pointed out that the model of evaluation created by
Kirkpatrick (1978,1983a) "remains the prevalent framework for categorizing training
criteria" (p. 425). In addition, the last stage of the training evaluation model of
Brinkerhoff (1987) provides a good frame of reference to develop impact evaluation
of FD programs.
Kirkpatrick (1978,1983a) stated that evaluation can be done in four areas: (1)
reaction, where the evaluation is made immediately at the end of the activity or
program; it asks for the satisfaction of the trainee with the program or activity; (2)
learning, where the evaluation is done to assess the degree of change in knowledge,
skills, and attitudes, resulting from the program, project, or activity; (3)
behavior/performance, which deals with the application of the new knowledge, skills,
and attitudes to the job, the transfer of learning; and (4) results/impact which has to
do with changes in the organization as a result of the new knowledge, skills, and
attitudes.
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Brinkerhoff (1987) in his Six-Stage Model for evaluating human resource
development has three stages related to the type of outcomes that can be assessed
through evaluation. These stages are
Stage IV: The evaluation of the immediate outcomes of the training session,
where evaluation is addressed to define what, and how well, the trainees learned.
Stage V: The intermediate usage of the outcomes, in which the evaluator wants
to know what, and how well, trainees are using the outcomes.
Stage VI: The impact and worth of the outcomes on the organization, where
the evaluation is intended to determine the impact that the outcome is making and the
worthiness of this outcome; this evaluation is designed mainly to define the effect of
the program or activity on the organization or unit where the trainee works.
McDonald (1987) showed a similar approach to evaluating FD programs. He
considered five criteria that should be included in any FD program evaluation: (1)
learning (immediate effectiveness), the learning of new knowledge, skills, and
attitudes; (2) satisfaction (immediate effectiveness), the degree of acceptance of the
program or activity, how well it was liked; (3) intention, the trainee's intention of
using the knowledge, skills, and attitudes taught in the program; (4) application, the
actual use of the learning in the job situation; and (5) effects, the effects of using the
new knowledge, skills, and attitudes in the workplace and the institution.
Learning is a necessary condition of any FD program or activity. Satisfaction
is desirable but not necessary in FD programs and activities. The intention is based
on trainee responses. These responses provide an idea of the potential use from the

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.

trainee's point of view; however, they may not necessarily be implemented in the
actual work situation. In other words, the new learning may not be translated into
behaviors in the workplace. The application corresponds to Kirkpatrick's (1978,
1983a) third area and BrinkerhofFs (1987) Stage V. It is the transfer of learning. The
effects have to do with the consequences of using the behaviors in the workplace
and/or the institution.
Actually, most organizations only evaluate reactions to training, and rarely is
behavioral change on-the-job evaluated (Tannenbaum & Yukl, 1992). The author of
this study considers that impact evaluation of FD programs should be done
considering the areas, stages, and criteria established by Brinkerhoff (1987),
Kirkpatrick (1978,1983a), and McDonald (1987). In addition, the author of this study
contends that the classification of the type of evaluation should be related to the
impact on the elements that constitute the organization such as the faculty, the
department or unit where they work, and the overall institution. An effective FD
program evaluation approach could include the following stages:
Stage 1. Impact evaluation of program on faculty: In this stage, evaluation is
used to determine the effects of the program or activity on faculty satisfaction,
learning (knowledge, skills, and attitudes), and behavior,
Stage 2. Impact evaluation of program on work department or unit: Evaluation
is directed to define how the program or activity is affecting the immediate
environment of faculty work. It will deal with interpersonal relationships within the
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department or unit, and what difference the use of the program outcome is making in
the department or unit;
Stage 3. Impact evaluation of program on the organization: In this stage, the
evaluation is designed to define how the program or activity is affecting the
institution. It will deal with effects on the strategic plans of the institution, and what
difference the use of the new knowledge, skills, and attitudes is making in the
institution.
Stage 4. Impact evaluation of the program on students (when applicable): In
this stage the evaluation is designed to define how the new knowledge, skills,
attitudes, and behaviors will affect the students.
Based on the previous review of the literature two propositions can be derived:
(1) Evaluation of training and development is frequently conducted by measuring
trainee satisfaction—evaluation is rarely conducted by measuring trainee learning
and/or on-the-job behavior or by measuring effects of the training on the organization;
and (2) training and development are usually evaluated at the end of the
implementation of the activity, for summative purposes—evaluation is rarely done
during the implementation of the activity, for formative purposes, or sometime after
it has been finalized, to determine long range impact.
These propositions allow one to hypothesize that FD practices will be
evaluated mainly by measuring participant satisfaction with the practice, while
evaluation that measures participant learning, participant on-the-job behavior, and
effects on the institution will be rarely conducted. In addition, it can be hypothesized
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that most FD evaluations will be done immediately after the implementation of the FD
practice, for summative purposes, and they will be rarely done during the
implementation of the practice, for formative purposes, or sometime after the
implementation of the practice, to determine long-range impact.
The study of these hypotheses is relevant because it will help administrators,
decision makers, and/or faculty developers in higher educational institutions (a) to
determine how and when FD practices are being evaluated in higher education
institutions; (b) to give a more valid and reliable basis to conduct FD programs based
on how they are being evaluated; (c) to make better decisions about cost-benefit and
FD practices' effectiveness; (d) to adopt new types and times of FD evaluations by
showing them the variety of possibilities they can select; (e) to adopt FD practices and
FD practice evaluations by providing information about what highly recognized
institutions are doing about FD practices and FD evaluation; (f) to allocate FD
resources more effectively in those practices that are evaluated by measuring different
effects at several different times; (g) to identify types of FD practices that are not
adequately evaluated; the identification of these practices can become the first step to
explain why such programs are not evaluated and to help faculty developers to design
new evaluation processes; and (h) to know what practices are more likely to contribute
to the continuous growth and development of faculty. Practices being evaluated using
more types and times of evaluation, especially formative evaluation, can be improved
and contribute better to the development of the faculty. Finally, the study of these
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hypotheses will contribute to the body of knowledge about FD practices, impact
evaluation, and FD practices' evaluations.

Who Should Be Included in FD Program Evaluation

The impact evaluation of FD programs or activities should include all
audiences involved or affected by FD programs or activities. Students, faculty, and
administrators constitute the immediate affected audiences of any FD effort. On the
other hand, the levels of effects will be different depending on the elements being
considered. Thus, for example, students are affected in their learning and advising
process, at the classroom level, or at the faculty-student, one-to-one, relationship level.
Faculty are affected in their own lives, at the private level, and in their relationships
with students, peers and colleagues, at the classroom level, at the immediate
workplace level, and at the organizational level. Administrators are affected in their
relationships with faculty, at the immediate workplace level, and at the institutional
level.

Current Practices in FD Program Evaluation

FD programs can be evaluated through the use of different practices and in
different points in time, during the development of the programs and activities, or after
their completion. Usually, FD programs or activities are evaluated immediately after
the programs or activities have been finalized. For example, Jennings et al. (1991)
in a study conducted in public, state, and regional universities, found that most faculty
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are asked about their satisfaction with the FD programs. In addition, Ovando (1989),
in her report about FD programs, stated that one of the stages of the evaluation of FD
programs in La Universidad del Noreste de Mexico seeks to answer three basic
questions: (1) Were the objectives achieved? (2) How did you like the program? (3)
Would you encourage other professors to attend this program? This kind of evaluation
can be included in the reactions and learning areas defined by Kirkpatrick (1978,
1983a), in stage IV of BrinkerhofTs (1978) Six Stage Model, or in the immediate
effects of McDonald's (1978) model.
Evaluation may be based on different sources of information. Seldin (1976)
and Centra (1979) considered the following sources of information for evaluation of
FD programs: students (student ratings, student opinionnaires, student surveys about
their satisfaction with the instruction, and student feedback about teaching practices);
peers and colleagues (class observations by colleagues, peer opinionnaires, peer
comments); administrators (opinionnaires, surveys related to organization climate,
faculty evaluations, classroom observations, videotapes of class performance); the
faculty themselves (self-evaluations, surveys about organizational climate, satisfaction
questionnaires); and materials and publications written by faculty (study guides,
journal articles, grants, etc). Centra (1979) established, after conducting surveys in
higher education institutions, that colleges and universities use students, colleagues,
and experts to assess teaching for instructional improvement. He also noted that
research is assessed through reviewing the number of publications such as articles,
books, publications in professional journals, papers, etc.
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54
Sources of Information to Evaluate Impact of FD Programs

Students

Student ratings and student learning are a source to assess faculty practices for
instructional and professional improvement and development purposes. The use of
instruments for evaluating teaching practices may be included in the evaluation of FD
programs if such instruments are applied before and after the developmental
intervention. Centra (1979) pointed out that use of student ratings before and after an
intervention is justified because it was found that rating forms given to the same
students weeks and months apart correlated significantly. He also established that for
instructional improvement purposes average ratings based on 8 or 10 students can
provide useful information, and the ratings from five or more courses in which at least
15 students responded will result in useful information for assessing teaching
effectiveness.

In addition, after reviewing the literature, he showed that the

relationships between student characteristics such as age, sex, college, year, academic
ability, grade point average, expected grade in the course, reason for taking the course,
and personality differences; and the student ratings were insignificant or so small that
they do not have any practical significance. On the other hand, if the student ratings
of the same faculty are collected before and after a FD program, students'
characteristics are likely to remain constant, so they will not affect the ratings, and any
effect could be tied to the FD activity.
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A frequent argument against using students as sources of evaluative
information is that they will rate better those teachers who entertain rather than teach.
Centra (1979) pointed out several studies—conducted by Guthrie in 1954 and Costin,
Greenough, and Menges in 1971—that found that entertainment is not what students
rated as good teaching.
Students can also evaluate teachers in areas different from teaching. They can
provide excellent feedback about teachers' advising practices and teacher-student
relationships, areas that can be developed through FD programs. In the case of
advising, Centra (1979) suggested that students periodically complete questionnaires
dealing with the performance of their advisers. The results of the questionnaires,
student reports, and evaluations about advising can be used to address FD efforts to
improve performance in this area. The same practices may be used to assess teacherstudent relationships.
The evidence suggests that students are an excellent source of information for
evaluating FD programs, especially if the students have produced feedback about
faculty before and after the completion of the FD activity. Hoyt and Howard (1978)
found that students rated teaching effectiveness of faculty who participate in teaching
improvement activities higher than those who did not participate. In addition, Gaff
and Morstain (1978) found that students rated higher faculty who took part in the
teaching consultation process and said these faculty showed positive, lasting changes
in their classroom teaching skill performance.
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Finally, student learning can be used to evaluate the impact of FD programs
on faculty. Marshall and Caldwell (1982) pointed out that students of teachers who
are involved in staff-development programs scored higher on their tests than those
who were involved with non-trained teachers.

Similar results were found for

classroom climate assessed a period of time after teachers completed the development
program.

Faculty Self-Evaluations

Centra (1979) established that teacher self-evaluation and self-reports are
especially useful for encouraging teachers to examine closely what they are doing in
teaching and research areas. Self-evaluations are especially important for professional
and personal growth and development because they include their own perceived
strengths and weaknesses. The limitations to the validity of this type of feedback are
lack of honesty and lack of self-knowledge.

Self-evaluations for development

purposes should be used because teachers have the competency to assess knowledge,
teaching, research, professional, and personal areas.
The Faculty and Instructional Development Office of San Jose State University
uses the "Self-Appraisal Form for Faculty" to assess teacher practices in areas such
as teaching, testing, instructional techniques, student relationship, etc. This form is
tied to activities addressed to improve individual performance in those areas (Centra,
1979). In this case evaluation is linked directly to FD activities.
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If faculty self-evaluations are completed before and after an intervention or FD
activity, self-evaluations become a useful source to evaluate such an intervention.
Thus, faculty themselves constitute a good source of evaluative information about FD
programs. Erikson and Erikson (cited in Gaff & Morstain, 1978) found that faculty
who participated in the teaching consultation process considered the time and effort
dedicated to that activity useful and worthwhile. In addition, Gaff and Morstain found
that faculty who participated in FD programs reacted favorably to those programs,
would recommend them to a friend or colleague, had a more favorable attitude toward
teaching improvement activities, and considered personal renewal and growth a
important benefit of FD programs. These findings are especially significant when
similarities in age, academic rank, field o f specialization, interests in teaching and
research, number of publications, and self-assessment of teaching effectiveness of
faculty who participated and did not participate in FD programs are considered.
Going a step further in the impact evaluation of FD programs, most of the
faculty surveyed by Gaff and Morstain in 1978 declared that "they had introduced new
techniques or approaches in their teaching as a result of their participation in faculty
development activities" (p. 78). These statements are related to behavioral changes
in the job situation, the third area of Kirkpatrick’s (1978,1983a) model, the fifth stage
of BrinkerhofFs (1978) model, and the second effect described by McDonald (1978).
Although some authors may challenge the validity of these results because they are
derived from the perception of the same faculty who participated in the program and
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may be biased, they seem to constitute good data for defining the impact of FD
programs, especially if combined with data collected through other methods.
Besides the effects of FD programs on faculty teaching practices, Gaff and
Morstain (1978) found that the majority of faculty who participated in FD programs
had increased contact with faculty of their institutions and gained a broader
perspective of their work; half of them felt that they had more productive relationships
with their colleagues and better understanding of their institutions; and one third
reported better understanding of administrators and students. These findings are
directly related to the impact of FD programs on their workplaces and on the
institution. Faculty also declared that some characteristics of the institutions, such as
opportunities for interdisciplinary teaching and learning, institutional support for
professional development, encouragement of administrators to experiment with new
courses and methods, vitality of the institution, sense of shared purposes and interests,
and commitment to teaching excellence, had increased. In summary, faculty who
participated in FD programs or activities improved their relationships with their
colleagues, students, administrators, and institution, and noted a supportive climate for
teaching and personal development.

These results may be included in the

behavior/performance and result/impact areas of Kirkpatrick's (1978, 1983a) model
and in stage VI of Brinkerhoffs (1978) model. In addition, these results are directly
related to the development of the institutions. Thus, FD programs bring renewal and
revitalization to the institution.
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59
Colleagues

Colleagues and peers are an excellent source of information about faculty
because they provide a perspective different from that of administrators and students.
Colleagues and peers have the competency to evaluate faculty knowledge, teaching,
and research. This ability is a plus when compared with student evaluations in the
teaching area, for example. In addition, colleagues’ and peers’ evaluations are more
objective than self-evaluations. However, one or two visits to the classroom cannot
be used to make a judgment about teaching practices of a particular faculty member.
Centra (1979) noted that if colleagues' evaluations are going to be used to assess
faculty teaching, they should concentrate on aspects such as mastering of the
discipline, keeping up to date in the field, grading practices, and fulfillment of
curriculum responsibilities.

Colleague evaluations can be done using various

procedures, such as numerical rating scales to ranking systems, written comments, and
a series of open-ended questions dealing with different aspects of faculty work. Of
these procedures, written comments provide the best information.

Colleague

evaluations are more useful and effective for FD purposes when they are done by
colleagues who are perceived as knowledgeable and experienced in the areas being
evaluated (Centra, 1976).
The evaluation of FD programs through the information of colleagues and
peers follows the same patterns described for students and self-evaluations.
Colleagues' evaluations should be done before and after the FD program using the
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same criteria and indicators.

From the comparison between these measures the

effectiveness of the program can be inferred. However, one source of information is
not enough to determine the effectiveness of a FD program or activity, for this reason
multiple sources of information must be used.

This approach ensures that the

conclusions drawn about a program can be valid and reliable, showing the effects due
to the program and not due to extraneous variables.

Chairpersons

Chairpersons must be part of FD program evaluations by evaluating the
different areas of faculty work. Chairpersons can evaluate areas such as research,
teaching, peer relationships, and student advising, before and after FD programs are
completed.
Chairpersons can provide valuable information about teaching and research
practices of faculty. When chairpersons are perceived as knowledgeable about the
subject areas and faculty work, their information is considered valuable by faculty
(Centra, 1979). In addition, chairpersons have access to materials and documents that
reflect faculty effectiveness, such as research reports written by faculty and students
grades, among others. Chairpersons may intervene directly in the evaluation process
in class by observing, filling out scales, reviewing records and files, reviewing
instructional materials, conducting peer evaluations, and so on.
Chairpersons can provide reliable information about teaching. Chairpersons'
evaluations in this area have been found to be highly correlated with evaluation done
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by colleagues and students (Bain, 1982). In addition, if chairpersons are directly
involved in coordinating the advising process, they can also provide information about
faculty advising practices. Centra (1979; 1979), commenting on the studies of Brock
in 1978, contended that chairpersons' ratings on advising have been shown to agree
with student ratings about advising. However, several elements should be considered
when chairpersons evaluate faculty for FD purposes. These are that faculty should be
informed and understand that the evaluation is for improvement and development
purposes; faculty should perceive the evaluator as credible; chairpersons and faculty
should interact before and after the evaluation; the evaluation should have a
constructive orientation; and finally, for FD purposes, it must be clear that the
evaluation of faculty by chairpersons is being used as a mean to evaluate the impact
of FD programs. Thus, the main focus of the evaluation process conducted by the
chairperson should be the determination of faculty weaknesses and/or strengths before
and after the FD program.

Faculty Developer

The use of faculty developers (instructional design specialists, curriculum
specialists, media specialists, or any individual included in the faculty development
unit) as a source of information to evaluate faculty and FD programs has not been
explored. Some of the reasons are (a) faculty developers have a self-interest in the
results of FD programs and activities—the question is, how reliable can the assessment
of a FD program be if it is evaluated by the people who designed it? (b) in many
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higher education institutions, faculty developers are external to academic departments
and units—accordingly, they may be perceived as strangers by faculty; and (c) FD
departments may not be able to count on higher administration support or rank highly
in the organizational structure of higher educational institutions (Gaff, 1978).
However, the author of this study supports the idea that faculty developers should
become part of the process of faculty evaluation if a true connection between faculty
work and faculty development is to be established. Faculty developers, because of
their specialized knowledge, are perceived as reliable and valid sources of information
about faculty practices. Centra (1976, 1979) found that in colleges and universities,
consultation or work with expert faculty or master teachers is more effective than
colleagues' assessment for teaching purposes. In addition, when faculty development
specialists are involved in providing feedback to faculty about their teaching practices,
faculty tend to change their behaviors in the desired directions.
Faculty developers must be involved in the evaluation of faculty for two main
purposes: (a) the information that they may collect will be useful for planning FD
programs and activities, and (b) the comparisons of faculty evaluation before and after
attending a FD program or activity will provide information to define the value of
such program or activity.

Reasons to Evaluate FD Programs

The reasons to evaluate FD programs can be classified in three areas. First,
FD programs should be evaluated to increase the body of knowledge concerning the
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program area and the activities related to it.

Second, FD programs should be

evaluated because institutions need to assess the programs and activities that contribute
to the continuous growth and development of their faculty (Jennings et al., 1991).
Finally, FD programs should be evaluated to enhance decision-making related to FD
program or activities.
A variety of decisions can be made based on the impact evaluation of FD
programs, projects, and/or activities. These decisions can be related to elimination,
maintenance, or redesign of a program, project, and/or activity; allocation of resources
and/or funds; inclusion of new or different resources and/or technologies; duration of
a program, project, or activity; and determination of what faculty and institution gain
from the program (Gaff & Morstain, 1978). Some of these decisions are formative,
and some are summative. Impact evaluation should not be tied to the elimination or
continuation of a program or activity only, but should also be tied to its maintenance
or improvement.
FD programs are carried out to increase the effectiveness of faculty's
performance in their institutions. Programs should be evaluated to assess their current
status in the institution. Institutions define effectiveness criteria differently (Jennings
et al., 1991). For example, research-oriented institutions may consider publications
as one effectiveness criterion; teaching oriented institutions may consider student
learning, reflected in the GPA, as one of the most important effectiveness criteria;
while in-service oriented institutions may consider the number of in-services required
by external clients as the effectiveness criterion. The type of institution and the
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characteristics of FD programs will require different evaluation strategies, techniques,
and scope (Gaff, 1977).
In higher education, generally, effectiveness might be evidenced by student
learning; positive relationships between faculty, students, and administrators; positive
organizational climate; positive faculty attitudes toward change; greater faculty
wellness; increased faculty satisfaction with the institution; successful teaching
practices; completion of research and development activities; and increased numbers
of publications. Thus, impact evaluation of FD programs should assess the effects of
FD programs on student learning, faculty relationships, organizational climate, faculty
satisfaction, faculty attitude toward change, faculty teaching, faculty research, and
faculty publications, among others.

Faculty Development Program Evaluation in
American Universities and Colleges

Based on the review of the literature shown in the previous paragraphs, it can
be said that faculty development (FD) programs and FD evaluation will be shaped by
the characteristics of the institution conducting them. The focus on the organizational,
personal, or professional dimension of FD programs will correspond to the beliefs and
values of the organization's members in relation to those dimensions. In addition, FD
programs and FD evaluation are also shaped by the culture and socio-organizational
characteristics of the institution. So, it is supposed that different organizations will
develop different FD programs and FD evaluations. The following paragraphs will
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define the types of American universities and colleges according to the Carnegie
Foundation's classification and their relationship to FD programs and FD evaluation.

Carnegie Classification of Higher Education Institutions

This study will concentrate on four-year universities and colleges, classified
by the Carnegie Foundation as research, doctorate-granting, comprehensive, and liberal
arts. FD programs and FD evaluation should include the stakeholders and respond
to the characteristics of the institution. Faculty development (FD) programs and FD
evaluation will vary according to the type of university or college conducting them.
Boyer (1991) pointed out,
No two colleges are alike. We have, in the United States, universities
that focus largely on research, we have land-grant and urban colleges
and universities that speak of public service, and our system of higher
education has an impressive array of two-year and liberal arts colleges,
as well, that know quite clearly what they are. (p. 54)
Faculty development (FD) programs are related to the characteristics, values,
beliefs, and culture of the institution conducting the program. Thus, depending on the
main function of a university or college as conceived by its members, especially by
its faculty, staff, and administrators, FD programs will emphasize activities tending
to develop that function. Universities' and colleges' classification as comprehensive,
research, doctorate-granting, or liberal arts (Boyer, 1987; 1991) supposes different
emphases in areas such as teaching and interdisciplinary curriculum, research, research
and teaching, and teaching and student advising. In addition, it supposes different
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emphases in FD programs in areas dealing with instruction and curriculum, research,
research and instruction, and instruction and academic advising respectively.
Several survey studies related to types of higher education institutions, based
on the Carnegie Foundation classification, deal with areas such as grant and
publication involvement (Lawrence et al., 1989); faculty and staff salary (Dunn, 1992);
faculty salary and research productivity (Marsch, 1979); learning resource programs
(Schmidt, 1987); course planning design practices (Stark, et al., 1988); and faculty
experiences and organizational problems (Schneider & Raths, 1983). These studies
show differences in the perception of faculty and university personnel among these
areas. However, the author of this study did not find studies about FD programs and
FD evaluation related to the type of institution.
Research, doctorate-granting, and comprehensive universities and liberal arts
colleges have different emphases in relation to research and publication, federal money
received, balance between teaching and research, and number and types of degrees
awarded, among other characteristics (Boyer, 1987; 1991). According to Carnegie
Foundation 1987 and 1991 technical reports, research universities emphasize original
research studies and publication; faculty are rewarded according to their research
productivity, doctorate-granting universities are universities in transition. They are
trying to achieve research status, in many cases at the cost of such areas as teaching
and service. Liberal arts colleges are mainly teaching and student advising oriented.
Faculty are hired to spend time with the students, not to do research. Comprehensive
universities or colleges offer a broad range of baccalaureate and master's level
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programs. These universities are difficult to characterize according to their priorities.
However, most of them offer interdisciplinary courses in integrative ways, emphasize
the application of the knowledge, and make teaching their priority. A more detailed
description of these types of higher education institutions is shown in Appendix A.
Boyer's (1991) report Scholarship Reconsidered: Priorities of the Professiorate:
A Special Report shows that faculty in higher educational institutions perceive
differently the value and importance of areas related to instruction,
curriculum, and student advising.

research,

But, they perceive similarly the value of

organizational aspects of their institutions.
In addition to their different missions, faculty have different perceptions about
the goals, objectives, and characteristics of their institutions. Boyer (1991) showed
that the interest in research in higher education institutions is higher in research
universities, followed by doctorate-granting, comprehensive, and liberal arts colleges,
while the interest for teaching follows an inverse pattern. Faculty said that the
number of research grants received and publications for granting tenure are considered
more important in research universities than in doctorate-granting universities,
comprehensive universities, and liberal arts colleges. Faculty also said that liberal arts
colleges considered teaching, provision of service, and student advising for granting
tenure more important than did comprehensive, doctorate-granting, and research
universities, respectively. Student evaluations, teaching observations by colleagues
and administrators, and faculty recommendations for granting tenure are perceived as
more important in liberal arts colleges than in research universities. Appendix B
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shows tables with faculty opinions regarding different institutional factors such as
grants received, use of other institution members’ opinions for granting tenure;
importance of service for granting tenure, criteria for faculty promotion, and perceived
importance of the academic department and the institution, among others. These
tables, although not related directly to FD programs, provide key information to infer
the direction of FD programs in American universities and colleges.
Based on the previous review of the literature, and especially on Boyer's
(1991) report cited above, two fundamental propositions can be posed: (1) higher
educational institutions have different cultures and values, and (2) FD programs focus
on dimensions such as personal, instructional, research, curriculum, academic
advising/counseling, and organizational. These propositions allow one to hypothesize
that higher educational institutions will consider differently the importance and
frequency of offering of faculty development programs within and among them.
The study of these hypotheses is relevant because it will help administrators,
decision makers, and/or faculty developers (a) to determine what are the most
important and most frequently conducted FD programs conducted in four-year
universities and colleges of the United States, providing a more valid and reliable
basis to decide what types of FD programs to conduct; (b) to determine FD
characteristics in higher educational institutions; (c) to define the degree of growth and
maturity of the field of FD by showing how comprehensive are FD offerings; (d) to
know how institutions are carrying on their professional and student service missions
by showing what practices are being conducted in the institutions;(e) to know what
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is the emphasis of FD programs and see if it is compatible with the actual
requirements of higher education; (f) to redefine FD programs in a way so as to
develop the full range of faculty capabilities; and (g) to understand how faculty and
scholars are being developed, and to compare the actual situation with the desired in
higher educational institutions (a comprehensive development of personal,
instructional, research, curriculum, academic advising, and organizational dimensions
of FD).

Finally, the study of these hypotheses will contribute to the body of

knowledge about FD programs.
In summary, based on the review of the literature two general hypotheses are
stated in this study. The first one relates to the importance and frequency of FD
programs in universities and colleges of the United States. It is hypothesized that
there will be differences in the importance and frequency of offering of FD programs
within and among each type of university and college (research, doctorate-granting,
and comprehensive universities; and liberal arts colleges).
The second one is related to types and times of evaluation conducted to
evaluate FD practices in universities and colleges of the United States.

It is

hypothesized that higher educational institutions will evaluate FD practices mainly by
measuring participant satisfaction, followed by measuring learning, on-the-job
behavior, and effects on the institution; and that higher educational institutions will
conduct evaluation immediately at the end of the implementation of the program
(summative evaluation). FD practices will be rarely evaluated during their
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implementation or sometime after it, for formative or for long time impact evaluation
purposes.

Rationale for This Study

In addition to the propositions posed above about the relevancy of this study,
several other elements support the development of a study related to faculty
development (FD) programs and FD evaluation in higher educational institutions.
Boyer (1991) pointed out that universities have made research and publication their
primary focus, while teaching, counseling, and advising are not well rewarded. He
added, "these professional obligations do not get the recognition they deserve, and
what we have, on many campuses, is a climate that restricts creativity rather than
sustains it" (p. xii). It is important that university administrators become conscious
of the practices conducted in their institutions. They should know what the emphasis
of FD programs is to see if it is compatible with the actual requirements of higher
education.
Universities, according to Boyer (1991) should "break out of the tired old
teaching versus research debate and define, in more creative ways, what it means to
be an scholar. It's time to Tecognize the full range of faculty talent and the great
diversity of functions higher education must perform" (p.xii). This study will provide
understanding about how faculty and scholars are being developed and knowledge to
compare the actual situation with the desired in higher educational institutions. It will
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also help redefine FD programs in a way so as to develop the full range of faculty
capabilities.
On the other hand, in relation to FD evaluation, this study will be valuable
because "there are few impact evaluations reported in the literature" (Wilks & Sikes,
1988, p. 54). In more specific terms related to FD programs, Gaff and Morstain
(1978) pointed out that "little evidence has been gathered about the impact of these
[FD] programs on participants and their institutions" (p. 73). Impact evaluations of
FD programs should be conducted. Gaff (1977) stated that
logic, rhetoric, anecdotes, and personal experiences have been used to
justify establishing these programs. That is enough when beginning a
program, but it will not suffice to justify the continuance of a program,
particularly when its budget comes at the expense of another worthy
enterprise across the campus, (p. 515)
He added that "instructional-improvement programs have been too busy getting
things in motion to worry about evaluating what they are doing" (Gaff, 1977; p. 161).
In addition, Jennings et al., (1991) found that only half of the respondents surveyed
in public, state, and regional universities reported that their institutions had a
consistent process for evaluating their FD programs or activities. Considering the
resources invested in FD, implementation of impact evaluation of FD practices is
highly needed. Thus, knowing what types of FD evaluations are being conducted in
higher education institutions will help administrators know if their FD efforts are
being soundly evaluated, if the evaluations are determining the worth of the FD
practices, and if the FD practices are providing the appropriate benefits.
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Impact evaluation studies are rarely conducted because of the lack of personnel
time, money, and expertise to conduct evaluations (Courtenay & Holt, 1987); the lack
of conviction of the value and benefit of evaluations; formality in the requirement of
evaluation data; the lack of definitive guidelines to conduct impact evaluation;
skepticism of program coordinators about evaluation (Wilks & Sikes, 1988); and fear
of getting evidence to confirm that there is little value in the program or activity
(Grabowski, 1983). Wilks and Sikes (1988) stated that "in the contemporary world
of accountability, it is not enough to hope that the efforts in continuing education
programs will make a difference in the participants' performance when they get back
to their workplace. There is a need for direct, objective evidence" (p. 54). This
tendency was recognized by FD practitioners in the mid-1970s, when evaluation of
FD programs, practices, and activities began to appear (Gaff & Justice, 1978). In
addition, the findings of impact evaluation of FD programs, practices, and activities
would be useful for planning and including new topics in subsequent programs (Wilks
and Sikes, 1988).

Summary

FD evaluation should become a common practice in higher education
institutions. With higher education's budgetary constraints, the time for trial and error
is over. Funding groups want to be sure that their scarce resources are wisely and
effectively invested or reinvested in repeated programs (M. F. Smith & Straughn,
1983). Holt and Courtenay (1985) cited Del Bueno :

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.

As professional organizations are more rigidly asked to establish the
financial credibility of education programs, participants' attendance and
self reports of satisfaction are counting less as measures of actual
program value. Questions about on-the-job performance change
following programs or learning transfer from courses to job tasks are
increasingly raised, and in many situations the continuation of the
programs is threatened when sponsors contend they cannot justify the
costs, (p.23)
This description supports the contention that "development programs will have
to demonstrate impact on a cost-effective basis" (Marshall & Caldwell, 1982, p. 84).
Holt and Courtemay (1985) pointed out the results of studies that support the
previous statements. They found (a) reaction measures are affected by such factors
as fatigue, anxiousness to go home, sense of satisfaction in knowing new people, etc-self-reported satisfaction tends to show little correlation with actual knowledge
utilization following the programs; and (b) there is not enough evidence to support
correlations between program satisfaction and cognitive gain, and direct impact on
performance or behavior change following programs.
The impact of a program can be determined through the assessment of
participants'

knowledge as a result of the program, the cognitive dimension;

participants' attitudes, the affective dimension; and participants' on-the-job behaviors,
the skills-related dimension. Evaluators should know how FD is affecting faculty
behaviors as well as knowledge and attitudes. They should also move one step
further, measuring the results of the program in terms of increased productivity,
quality and morale improvement, costs and turnover reductions, and accident
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prevention (Kirkpatrick, 1983a). These indicators can be appropriately applied to FD
in higher education institutions.
FD evaluation implies that program effects can be defined, measured, and
separated from effects originated in other causes (M. F. Smith & Straughn, 1983).
The increasing costs of education and the demands for accountability create a new
atmosphere where it is not enough to define the reaction of a group of faculty who
attended a workshop, or to report the changes in scores of pretest and posttest as the
result of a seminar. In this respect Marshall and Caldwell (1982) described clearly
the situation when they pointed out that
the issue of accountability, including the justification of cost, is the
homiest one that will be faced by many staff development programs in
the near future. The days are numbered in which a simple "happiness
scale'-participant self-reports on how they liked the program-wili be
sufficient for monitoring effectiveness. Systematically collected impact
data will be needed to help validate participant perceptions, (p. 100)
As part of an impact program evaluation, the evaluation might "ask participants
whether or not the program was worthwhile, if they used the 'new' procedures in the
classroom; or whether or not the students are doing better with the 'new'
techniques...[these questions] can provide some useable management information [but]
do not validate the actual utility of the program" (Marshall & Caldwell, 1982, p. 96).
It is necessary to assess the impact of FD programs and activities on the work
environment and on the components of that environment. As M. F. Smith and
Straughn (1983) established, impact evaluation of programs "requires moving from
'opinion' to 'fact', from 'feeling' that a program works to 'having evidence’ that it
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works" (p. 61). In the case of higher education it is necessary to evaluate the impact
of FD on the students and their learning, on other faculty, on administrators, and on
the whole institution. The consideration of these elements is compatible with a new
systemic and holistic approach of FD, where the professional and personal dimensions
of the individuals are considered within the institution.
All members of higher educational institutions should be involved in the
process of FD evaluation. Each element has some input about the FD programs or
activities that are affecting or may affect it. Thus, FD evaluation should be done by
faculty, faculty developers, administrators, and students. The consideration of these
multiple sources of evaluative information will help to ensure that the evaluation is
reliable and valid and can be used for developmental purposes.
Evaluation of FD requires a system that monitors the development of the
program at different points in time. It will require baseline data that may be used to
compare previous characteristics with the effects after the program has been
implemented. M. F. Smith and Straughn (1983) pointed out, "it makes little difference
if data are qualitative or quantitative, of the so-called hard or soft variety, as long as
the data collection is focused on specific questions, implemented uniformly with
appropriately selected respondents, and analyzed with trusted procedures" (p. 61). At
the close of a program participants should be able to rate the degree to which the
objectives were met, the quality of the program, and the facilitator. Effects of the
program on knowledge, attitudes, and behaviors should be measured weeks after the
program has ended. Reports with number of participants and program frequency are
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important. The consideration of expenditures and costs of the program is necessary
to establish cost-efficiency. However, program effects over time are more important
to establish cost-effectiveness. Impact evaluation can definitely help to define and
enhance the effectiveness of FD.
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CHAPTER n i

HYPOTHESES, METHODS, AND PROCEDURES

The purpose of this study was (a) to compare the types of faculty development
(FD) programs offered in research, doctorate-granting, comprehensive universities, and
liberal arts colleges in the United States; and (b) to determine how and when FD
practices are evaluated in such universities and colleges.
The main aspects of this chapter are (a) overview of the study; (b) variables;
(c) problems, questions, and hypotheses; (d) population and sampling procedures; (e)
data collection methods; (f) data analysis tests summary; and (g) summary.

Overview of the Study

The existence of faculty development (FD) programs in the personal,
professional, and organizational areas has been widely discussed (Bergquist & Phillips,
1979: Forman, 1989; Gaff, 1975; Gaff & Justice, 1978; Gaff & Morstain, 1978;
Jennings et al., 1991; Nelsen & Siegel, 1979; Uhlig & Haberman, 1987). These areas
have been considered necessary to deal with faculty and institutional needs. However,
the professional area has received more attention than other areas, especially in aspects
related to instruction, information about specific fields, and research practices through
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sabbatical leaves. The personal area has received little attention (Eble & McKeachie,
1985), and in some institutions is seen as an accessory.
FD programs can be related to the characteristics, values, beliefs, and culture
of the university conducting the program. Studies in higher educational institutions,
using the Carnegie Foundation classification, dealing with areas such as grant and
publication involvement (Lawrence et al., 1989), faculty and staff salary (Dunn, 1992),
faculty salary and research productivity (Marsch, 1979), learning resource programs
(Schmidt, 1987), course planning design practices (Stark et al., 1988), and faculty
experiences and organizational problems (Schneider & Raths, 1983) show differences
in the perception of faculty and university personnel among these areas. In addition,
Boyer (1987, 1991) found that research universities, doctorate-granting universities,
comprehensive universities, and liberal arts colleges have different emphases in
relation to research and publication, federal money received, balance between teaching
and research, and number and types of degrees awarded. He reported that research
universities emphasize research studies and publication, and faculty are rewarded for
their research production.

Doctorate-granting universities are trying to achieve

research status in many cases at the cost of other areas, such as teaching and service;
Liberal arts colleges are teaching and student advising oriented, and faculty are hired
to spend time with the students, not to do research; and comprehensive universities
offer a broad range of interdisciplinary courses in integrative ways, emphasizing the
application of knowledge and making teaching their priority.
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Because higher educational institutions have different cultures and values, and
their FD programs focus on different dimensions (personal, instructional, research,
curriculum, academic advising/counseling, and organizational), it can be proposed that
universities and colleges will perceive differently the importance of such FD programs
and will offer them with different frequency.
FD includes practices such as sabbatical leaves, workshops, seminars,
conferences, tutoring, consulting, job enrichment, job transfers, and course
development, among others (Bergquist & Phillips, 1979; Centra, 1976, 1977, 1979;
Forman, 1989; Gaff, 1975, 1977; Konrad, 1983; Seldin, 1976). Originally faculty
received sabbaticals to conduct research they could not conduct on their campuses
(Eble & McKeachie, 1985). In addition, attendance at conferences, lectures, and
professional meetings was focused on research and provision of knowledge about the
faculty's subject matter, but not on development of faculty teaching competencies
(Gaff, 1977; Morstain & Gaff, 1977).
FD practices use financial and human resources. The continuation of these
practices needs to be justified to stakeholders. An adequate way to provide this
justification is by conducting sound FD evaluations and communicating the results to
the stakeholders.
Evaluation will provide information useful to continue a practice and/or
activity, modify it, or eliminate it (Brinkerhoff et al., 1983; Chelimsky, 1987; M. J.
Smith, 1990; Weiss, 1972). FD practices can be evaluated summatively to define their
effectiveness, or the achievement of their objectives; or evaluated formatively to
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modify them. In addition, training and development activities can be evaluated to
determine the reactions, learning, and behaviors of the participants, along with the
effects on the stakeholders and on the organization (Brinkerhoff, 1987; Kirkpatrick,
1978, 1983a; and McDonald, 1987).
FD evaluation has been done in a very limited way (Konrad, 1983). Such
evaluations have usually been based on information related to participants' satisfaction
with a particular activity (Gaff, 1975; Gaff & Justice, 1978). Information about
faculty learning and changes in behaviors as a result of the program is rarely collected
(Tannenbaum & Yukl, 1992).
Program evaluation should be done in a systematic and organized way,
evaluating the impact of all elements related to the program (Granville et al., 1978;
Kirkpatrick, 1978). In addition, the evaluation of impact of an activity or program
should be done during a long period of time to avoid drawing incorrect or incomplete
conclusions about its effectiveness (Hass, 1988).
These issues permit one to propose that (a) evaluation of training and
development is mainly conducted by measuring trainee satisfaction—evaluation is
rarely done by measuring trainee learning, on-the-job behavior, and/or by measuring
effects of the training on the organization; and (b) evaluation is usually conducted at
the end of the implementation of the training activity—for summative purposes;
evaluation is rarely done during the implementation o f the activity, for formative
purposes, or sometime after it has been finalized, to determine long-range impact.
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The knowledge of how important and frequently offered FD programs are, and
how and when FD practices are evaluated in higher educational institutions is relevant
because the actual situation about FD in many universities and colleges in the United
States is not well known. Administrators and faculty do not know what types of FD
programs are more frequently conducted. Information about FD programs in higher
education can help faculty developers and administrators allocate their efforts and
resources more efficiently.
In addition, the evaluation of FD practices through participant satisfaction was
sufficient when FD was in its beginnings (Gaff, 1975; Gaff & Justice, 1978), but now
FD needs to provide data that justify its existence and demonstrate its maturity as an
area of specialization. Evaluation of participants' reactions is no longer enough (Gaff,
1977; Gaff & Justice, 1978; Gaff & Morstain, 1978; Grabowski, 1983). Knowing
how FD practices are evaluated will permit, on one hand, justification for the
existence of such practices, and on the other hand, help to determine if the evaluation
is valid for the type of practice being offered. Finally, knowledge of the particularities
of FD evaluation in higher educational institutions will help faculty developers to plan
and implement their FD programs and practices and their evaluation.
Based on the previous considerations, die author of this study considers that
it is important to determine the differences within and among FD programs in fouryear universities and colleges of the United States and to describe FD evaluation in
these institutions.
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Variables

Dependent Variables

FD Programs

A categorical variable divided into: personal, professional, instructional,
research, curriculum, academic advising/counseling, and organizational development
programs.

FD Practices Offering Frequency

A categorical variable divided into every session, once every year, less
frequently than once every year, and not offered.

FD Practice Evaluation

A categorical variable based on Kirkpatrick's (1978, 1983a), BrinkerhofFs
(1978), McDonald's (1978), and M. J. Smith's (1990) evaluation dimensions. It was
divided into measuring participant satisfaction, measuring participant learning,
observing participant behavior on-the-job, and measuring effects of the intervention
on the organization. Data were classified into one of these categories, or combinations
of two, three, or four of them.
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Time of Evaluation

This variable included three categories during the implementation, immediately
after the implementation, and at least one month after the implementation of the
program. These categories correspond to formative, short-term impact evaluation, and
long-term impact evaluation, respectively. Data were classified into one of these
categories, or combinations of two or three of them.

Independent Variables

Type of Institution

This variable was categorized using the Carnegie Foundation classification of
higher educational institutions. Institutions were divided into research universities,
doctorate-granting universities, comprehensive universities, and liberal arts colleges
(Appendix A). Table 1 summarizes the variables considered in this study.

Problems, Questions, and Hypotheses

Research studies in research universities, doctorate-granting universities,
comprehensive universities, and liberal arts colleges indicate that faculty perceive their
institutions differently. In addition, studies about faculty development (FD) have
indicated that most FD is done in the instructional area, while the personal and
organizational areas have been of little interest. When personal and organizational
areas have been considered, their relationship with other aspects of institutional life

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.

84
Table 1
Variables and Categories
Variable

Categories

Types of faculty development
(FD) programs
(Dependent variable)

Personal development
Instructional development
Research development
Curriculum development
Academic advising/counseling development.
Organizational development

Types of evaluation of FD
Practices
(Dependent variable)

Measuring participant satisfaction
Measuring participant learning
Observing participant behavior on-the-job
Measuring effects of the intervention on the
organization

Time of the evaluation of FD
Practices
(Dependent variable)

During the implementation of the program
Immediately after the implementation
At least one month after the implementation

FD program offering frequency
(Dependent variable)

Every session
Once every year
Less frequent than once every year
Not offered

Types of universities and
Colleges
(Independent variable)

Research
Doctorate-granting
Comprehensive
Liberal arts

has been missed. A systemic view of FD programs is not considered in most higher
educational institutions. Therefore, it is necessary to determine which FD programs
are not being conducted in higher educational institutions to recommend their design
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and implementation and to provide comprehensive and holistic FD programs that
include all aspects of the institutions and their faculty members.
In addition, FD practices are not evaluated in all their dimensions. Thus,
administrators and faculty developers usually do not know what the effects of a
practice are on learning, job-related behaviors, or on departments and the institution.
They do not know if the programs are providing the appropriate return on their
investment. Information about what types of FD program evaluations are being
conducted is needed in order to determine which FD practices are appropriate for
higher educational institutions.
Based on the considerations described above and the purpose of this study
noted in previous chapters, the following research questions were proposed:
1. What are the most important and more frequently offered types of FD
programs conducted in four-year universities and colleges (research, doctorategranting, comprehensive, and liberal arts) of the United States?
2.

How and when are FD practices evaluated in these universities and

colleges?
These two questions were answered and tested through answering six specific
questions. The relationship among research questions, hypotheses, and survey items
is shown in the following paragraphs.
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Question 1

What are the most important FD programs conducted in each type of four-year
universities and colleges in the United States?
This research question was addressed to investigate the importance of FD
programs in four-year higher education institutions. Types of FD programs were
divided into six categories (1) personal development, (2) instructional development,
(3)

curriculum

development,

(4)

research

development,

(5)

academic

advising/counseling development, and (6) organizational development. This question
was operationalized through items 55 to 60 of the Survey of Faculty Development
Program Evaluation in Four-Year Universities and Colleges. These items were rated
using a 5-point Likert scale.

The scale included five categories: not important,

somewhat important, important, very important, and critically important.

These

statements correspond to the values 1, 2, 3 ,4 , and 5, respectively.
This question was answered with the hypotheses dealing with importance (not
important, somewhat important, important, very important, and critically important)
of FD

programs

(personal, instructional,

curriculum, research, academic

advising/counseling, and organizational) within each university (research, doctorategranting, and comprehensive) and college (liberal arts). Conceptual and operational
hypotheses (nulls and alternatives) follow.
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Hypotheses About Comparisons of Importance of FD
Programs Within Universities and Colleges

Research Universities

Conceptual hypothesis: Research universities will consider FD programs in
areas related to research more important than programs in areas related to instruction,
curriculum, counseling and advising, organizational development, and personal
wellness.
Null hypothesis: In research universities, the mean value of importance of FD
programs (personal, instructional, research, curriculum, academic advising/counseling,
and organizational development programs) will be the same.
Alternative hypothesis: In research universities, the mean value of importance
of research development programs will be higher than the mean values of importance
of

other

FD

programs

(personal,

instructional,

curriculum,

academic

advising/counseling, and organizational development programs).

Doctorate-Granting Universities

Conceptual hypothesis: Doctorate-granting universities will consider FD
programs in areas related to research and instruction more important than programs
in areas related to curriculum, counseling and advising, organizational development,
and personal wellness.
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Null hypothesis: In doctorate-granting universities, the mean value of
importance of FD programs (personal, instructional, research, curriculum, academic
advising/'counseling, and organizational development programs) will be the same.
Alternative hypothesis: In doctorate-granting universities, the mean value of
importance of research and instructional development programs will be higher than the
mean values of importance of other FD programs (personal, curriculum, academic
advising/counseling, and organizational development programs).

Comprehensive Universities

Conceptual hypothesis: Comprehensive universities will consider FD programs
in areas related to curriculum and instruction more important than programs in areas
related to research, counseling and advising, organizational development, and personal
wellness.
Null hypothesis: In comprehensive universities, the mean value of importance
of FD programs

(personal,

instructional,

research,

curriculum,

academic

advising/counseling, and organizational development programs) will be the same.
Alternative hypothesis: In comprehensive universities, the mean value of
importance of curriculum and instructional development programs will be higher than
the mean values of importance of other FD programs (personal, research, academic
advising/counseling, and organizational development programs).
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Liberal Arts Colleges

Conceptual hypothesis: Liberal arts colleges will consider FD programs in
areas related to counseling/advising and instruction more important than programs in
areas related to research, curriculum, organizational development, and personal
wellness.
Null hypothesis: In liberal arts colleges, the mean value of importance of FD
programs (personal, instructional, research, curriculum, academic advising/counseling,
and organizational development programs) will be the same.
Alternative hypothesis: In liberal arts colleges, the mean value of importance
of academic advising/counseling and instructional development programs will be
higher than the mean values of importance of other FD programs (personal,
curriculum, research, and organizational development programs).
These hypotheses were tested using Multiple Analysis of Variance
(MANOVA) for repeated measures. Hypotheses were tested using the alpha level of
.05.

Question 2

What are the most frequent FD programs conducted in each type of four-year
universities and colleges of the United States?
This question was related to frequency of offering different types of FD
programs. It was answered through Items 1 to 42. These items were operationalized

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.

as a rating of the frequency of offering different activities related to the following
categories: personal, instructional, curriculum, research, academic advising/counseling,
and organizational development programs. The items were rated using a scale going
from 1 to 3. The scale included the statements every session (semester or quarter),
once every year, and less frequently than once every year.

These statements

corresponded to the values 1,2, and 3, respectively. A value of 4 was assigned to the
category "not offered." This category was derived when there was no answer to the
part of the item asking: "what office offered, supported, or sponsored" the FD
practices (see Appendix H).
Frequency of FD programs was based on mean values of selected items. The
personal development dimension was determined through Items 26, 27, 30, 34, and
40. Instructional development was determined through Items 5 ,6 ,7 ,8 ,9 ,1 1 ,1 3 ,1 5 ,
16, 17, 18, 19, 20, 31, and 32; curriculum development through Items 21 and 23;
research development through Items 1, 14,25, and 33; academic advising/counseling
development through Items 10,12, and 22; and, organizational development through
Items 28, and 29 (see Table 2).
This question was answered with hypotheses dealing with frequency of
offering (every session, once every year, less frequently than once every year, not
offered) of FD programs (personal, instructional, curriculum, research, academic
advising/counseling, and organizational) within each university (research, doctorategranting, and comprehensive) and college (Liberal art). Conceptual and operational
(nulls and alternatives) hypotheses follow.
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Table 2
Items for Determining Types of FD Programs in Higher Education Institutions
Faculty Development Program

Items in the Survey

Personal development

26, 27, 30, 34, and 40

Instructional development

5 to 9, 13, 15 to 20, 31, and 32

Curriculum development

21 and 23

Research development

1, 14, 25, and 33

Academic Advising/Counseling development

10, 12, 1 and 22

Organizational development

28 and 29

Hypotheses About Comparisons of Frequency of Offering FD
Programs Within Universities and Colleges

Research Universities

Conceptual hypothesis: Research universities will conduct FD programs in
areas related to research more frequently than programs in areas related to instruction,
curriculum, counseling and advising, organizational development, and personal
wellness.
Null hypothesis: In research universities, the mean value of frequency of
offering FD programs (personal, instructional, research, curriculum, academic
advising/counseling, and organizational development programs) will be the same.
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Alternative hypothesis: In research universities, the mean value of frequency
of offering research development programs will be lower than the mean values of
importance of other FD programs (personal, instructional, curriculum, academic
advising/counseling, and organizational development programs).

Doctorate-Granting Universities

Conceptual hypothesis: Doctorate-granting universities will conduct FD
programs in areas related to research and instruction more frequently than programs
in areas related to curriculum, counseling and advising, organizational development,
and personal wellness.
Null hypothesis: In doctorate-granting universities, the mean value of frequency
of offering FD programs (personal, instructional, research, curriculum, academic
advising/counseling, and organizational development programs) will be the same.
Alternative hypothesis: In doctorate-granting universities the mean value of
frequency of offering research and instructional development programs will be lower
than the mean values of importance of other FD programs (personal, curriculum,
academic advising/counseling, and organizational development programs).

Comprehensive Universities

Conceptual hypothesis: Comprehensive universities will conduct programs in
areas related to curriculum and instruction more frequently than programs in areas
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related to research, counseling and advising, organizational development, and personal
wellness.
Null hypothesis: In comprehensive universities, the mean value of frequency
of offering FD programs (personal, instructional, research, curriculum, academic
advising/counseling, and organizational development programs) will be the same.
Alternative hypothesis: In comprehensive universities, the mean value of
frequency offering curriculum and instructional development programs will be lower
than the mean values of importance of other FD programs (personal, research,
academic advising/counseling, and organizational development programs).

Liberal Arts Colleges

Conceptual hypothesis: liberal arts colleges will conduct FD programs in areas
related to counseling and advising and instruction more frequently than programs in
areas related to research, curriculum, organizational development, and personal
wellness.
Null hypothesis: In liberal arts colleges, the mean value of frequency of
offering FD programs (personal, instructional, research, curriculum, academic
advising/counseling, and organizational development programs) will be the same.
Alternative hypothesis: In liberal arts colleges, the mean value of frequency of
offering academic advising/counseling and instructional development programs will
be lower than the mean values of importance of other FD programs (personal,
curriculum, research, and organizational development programs).
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These hypotheses were tested using a MANOVA for repeated measures.
Hypotheses were tested using the alpha level of .05.

Question 3

What is the difference in importance of each FD program among four-year
universities and colleges of the United States?
The answer was compiled by using the same items described in Question 1.
The question was answered with the hypotheses dealing with the difference in
importance (not important, somewhat important, important, very important, and
critically important) of FD programs (personal, instructional, curriculum, research,
academic advising/counseling, and organizational) among universities (research,
doctorate-granting, comprehensive) and colleges ( Liberal art).

Conceptual and

operational (nulls and alternatives) hypotheses follow.

Hypotheses About Comparisons of Importance of FD Programs
Among Universities and Colleges

Personal Development Programs

Conceptual hypothesis: Liberal arts colleges will consider personal
development programs more important than will comprehensive, doctorate-granting,
and research universities.
Null hypothesis: The mean value of importance of personal development
programs in universities and colleges will be the same.
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Alternative hypothesis: The mean value of importance of personal development
programs in liberal arts colleges will be higher than the mean value of importance of
these programs in comprehensive, doctorate-granting, and research universities.

Instructional Development Programs

Conceptual hypothesis: Liberal arts colleges will consider instructional
development programs more important than will comprehensive, doctorate-granting,
and research universities.
Null hypothesis: The mean value of importance of instructional development
programs in universities and colleges will be the same.
Alternative hypothesis: The mean value of importance of

instructional

development programs in liberal arts colleges will be higher than the mean value of
importance of these programs in comprehensive, doctorate-granting, and research
universities.

Curriculum Development Programs

Conceptual hypothesis: Comprehensive universities will consider curriculum
development programs more important than will liberal arts colleges, doctorategranting, and research universities.
Null hypothesis: The mean value of importance of curriculum development
programs in universities and colleges will be the same.
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Alternative hypothesis: The mean value of importance of curriculum
development programs in comprehensive universities will be higher than the mean
value of importance of these programs in liberal arts colleges, doctorate-granting
universities, and research universities.

Research Development Programs

Conceptual hypothesis: Research universities will

consider research

development programs more important than will doctorate-granting, comprehensive
universities, and liberal arts colleges respectively.
Null hypothesis: The mean value of importance o f research development
programs in universities and colleges will be the same.
Alternative hypothesis: The mean value of importance of research development
programs in research universities will be higher than the mean value of importance
of these programs in doctorate-granting universities, comprehensive universities, and
liberal arts colleges.

Academic Advising and Counseling Development Programs

Conceptual hypothesis: Liberal arts colleges will consider academic
advising/counseling development programs more important than will comprehensive,
doctorate-granting, and research universities.
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Null

hypothesis:

The

mean

value

of

importance

of

academic

advising/counseling development programs in universities and colleges will be the
same.
Alternative hypothesis: The mean value of importance of academic
advising/counseling development programs in liberal arts colleges will be higher than
the mean value of importance of these programs in research universities, doctorategranting universities, and comprehensive universities.

Organizational Programs

Conceptual hypothesis: The importance of organizational development
programs among research, doctorate-granting, comprehensive, and liberal arts
universities and colleges will be similar.
Null hypothesis: The mean value of importance of organizational development
programs among research, doctorate-granting, comprehensive, and liberal arts
universities and colleges will be similar.
Alternative hypothesis: The mean value of importance of organizational
development programs among research, doctorate-granting, comprehensive, and liberal
arts universities and colleges will be different.
In this section the acceptation of the null hypothesis will mean the support of
the research hypothesis. These Hypotheses were tested using one way Analyses of
Variance (ANOVA). The hypotheses were tested using the alpha level of .05.
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Question 4

What is the difference in frequency of offering FD programs among four-year
universities and colleges of the United States?
This question was answered through the same items listed in Question 2. The
question was answered with the hypotheses dealing with the difference in frequency
of offering (every session, once every year, less frequently than once every year, not
offered) of FD programs (personal, instructional, curriculum, research, academic
advising/counseling, and organizational) among universities (research, doctorategranting, comprehensive) and colleges (Liberal art). Conceptual and operational (nulls
and alternatives) hypotheses follow.

Hypotheses About Comparisons of Frequency of Offering
FD Programs Among Universities and Colleges

Personal Development Programs

Conceptual hypothesis: Liberal arts colleges will offer personal development
programs more frequently than will comprehensive, doctorate-granting, and research
universities.
Null hypothesis: The mean value of frequency of offering personal
development programs in universities and colleges wiii be the same.
Alternative hypothesis: The mean value of frequency of offering personal
development programs in liberal arts colleges will be lower than the mean value of
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frequency of offering of these programs in comprehensive, doctorate-granting, and
research universities.

Instructional Development Programs

Conceptual hypothesis: Liberal arts colleges will offer instructional
development programs more frequently than will comprehensive, doctorate-granting,
and research universities respectively.
Null hypothesis: The mean value of frequency of offering instructional
development programs in universities and colleges will be the same.
Alternative hypothesis: The mean value of frequency of offering instructional
development programs in liberal arts colleges will be lower than the mean value of
frequency of offering of these programs in comprehensive, doctorate-granting, and
research universities.

Curriculum Development Programs

Conceptual hypothesis: Comprehensive universities will conduct curriculum
development programs more frequently than will liberal arts colleges, doctorategranting, and research universities.
Null hypothesis: The mean value of frequency of offering curriculum
development programs in universities and colleges will be the same.
Alternative hypothesis: The mean value of frequency of offering curriculum
development programs in comprehensive universities will be lower than the mean
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value of frequency of offering of these programs in liberal arts colleges, doctorategranting universities, and research universities.

Research Development Programs

Conceptual hypothesis:

Research universities will

conduct research

development programs more frequently than will doctorate-granting, comprehensive
universities, and liberal arts colleges.
Null hypothesis: The mean value of frequency of offering research
development programs in universities and colleges will be the same.
Alternative hypothesis: The mean value o f frequency of offering research
development programs in research universities will be lower than the mean value o f
frequency of offering of these programs in doctorate-granting universities,
comprehensive universities, and liberal arts colleges.

Academic Advising and Counseling Development Programs

Conceptual hypothesis: Liberal arts colleges will conduct academic
advising/counseling development programs more frequently than will comprehensive,
doctorate-granting, and research universities.
Null hypothesis: The mean value of frequency of offering academic
advising/counseling development programs in universities and colleges will be the
same.
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Alternative hypothesis: The mean value of frequency of offering academic
advising/counseling development programs in liberal arts colleges will be lower than
the mean value of frequency of offering of these programs in research universities,
doctorate-granting universities, and comprehensive universities.

Organizational Development Programs

Conceptual hypothesis: The frequency of offering of organizational
development programs among research, doctorate-granting, comprehensive, and liberal
arts universities and colleges will be similar.
Null hypothesis: The mean value of frequency of offering organizational
development programs among research, doctorate-granting, comprehensive, and liberal
arts universities and colleges will be similar.
Alternative hypothesis: The mean value of frequency of offering organizational
development programs among research, doctorate-granting, comprehensive, and liberal
arts universities and colleges will be different.
In this section the acceptation of the null hypothesis will mean the support of
the research hypothesis. These hypotheses were tested using one way ANOVAs.
The hypotheses were tested using the alpha level of .05.

Question 5

How are FD practices evaluated in each type of four-year universities and
colleges of the United States?
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This question was answered through Items 49 to 55. These items included a
nominal scale with the following categories: (a) measuring participant satisfaction, (b)
measuring participant learning, (c) observing participant behaviors on-the-job, (d)
measuring effects on the institution, and (e) none of these. Other options were created
by combining two, three, or four of the categories described in letters a to d. The
question was answered with the hypothesis related to type of evaluation (measuring
participant satisfaction, measuring learning, on-the-job behavior, and effects on the
organization, or combinations of these categories) to evaluate FD practices conducted
more frequently in universities and colleges (research, doctorate-granting,
comprehensive, and Liberal art). Conceptual and operational (null and alternative)
hypotheses follow.

Types of Evaluations to Evaluate FD Practices

Conceptual hypothesis: FD practices conducted in research, doctorate-granting,
comprehensive universities, and liberal arts colleges of the United States will be
evaluated predominantly by measuring participant satisfaction with the practice,
followed by measuring participant learning, then by observing on-the-job behaviors
of the participants, and finally by measuring the effect on the organization. The last
two types of evaluation will be almost absent in FD practice evaluations.
Null Hypotheses: The percentage of frequency of use of evaluations
(Measuring participant satisfaction, Participant learning, Participant behaviors on-the-
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job, Effects on the institution, and their combinations) used to evaluate faculty
development practices in universities and colleges will be the same.
Alternative hypothesis: The percentage of the evaluation by measuring
participant satisfaction with the FD practice will be higher than the percentage of
evaluation measuring participant learning, participant behaviors on-the-job, and effects
on the institution with FD practices in universities and colleges.
These hypotheses were tested by comparing the percentages of frequency of
the types of evaluation of FD practices.
Question 6

When are FD practices evaluated in four-year universities and colleges of the
United States?
This question was answered through Items 48 to 54. These items included a
nominal scale with three categories: (1) during the implementation of the practice, (2)
immediately after the implementation of the practice, and (3) at least one month after
the implementation of the practice. Other options were created by combining two of
the three categories, or the three categories, previously noted. This question was
answered with the hypotheses dealing with types of universities (research, doctorategranting, comprehensive) and colleges (Liberal art) and times to evaluate FD practices
(during the implementation of the practice, formative evaluation; immediately after
the program, summative evaluation; or sometime after it, impact evaluation).
Conceptual and operational (null and alternative) hypotheses follow.
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Time of Evaluations to Evaluate FD Practices

Conceptual hypothesis: Evaluation of FD practices in research, doctorategranting, comprehensive universities, and liberal arts colleges is conducted
predominantly immediately at the end of the implementation. FD practices are rarely
evaluated during the implementation or sometime after it, for formative or long-term
impact evaluation purposes.
Null Hypotheses: The percentages of evaluations conducted during the
implementation of the practice, immediately after the implementation, and sometime
after the implementation in universities (research, doctorate-granting, and
comprehensive) and colleges (liberal arts) will be the same.
Alternative hypothesis: The percentage of evaluations conducted immediately
after the implementation of the FD practices will be higher than the percentage of
evaluations conducted during the implementation of the FD practices, or sometime
after the implementation of the FD practices in universities (research, doctorategranting, and comprehensive) and colleges (liberal arts).
These hypotheses were tested by comparing the percentages of frequency of
the times of evaluation of FD practices.
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Population and Sampling Procedures

Characteristics of the Population

The population of this study was made up of four-year universities and
colleges listed in the Professional and Organizational Development (TOD)
Membership Directory and Networking Guide. (1992). The population was obtained
from this directory because the institutions listed in it usually have well-established
FD departments. Table 3 shows the number of universities and colleges registered in
the POD guide classified according to the Carnegie Foundation Technical Report: A
Classification of Institutions of Higher Education. 1987 Edition (Boyer, 1987).

Sample Selection Procedures

Stratified random sampling was used to select the sample. Four strata were
defined based on the classification shown in Table 3. Table 4 shows the four strata
and the number of sample subjects in each stratum. For sampling purposes, each
university and college in each stratum was given a consecutive number. A random
sample was generated for each stratum using the Statistical Package for Social
Sciences (SPSS') program. The table Determining Sample Size for a Given Population
presented by Krejcie and Morgan (1970) in their article "Determining Sample Size for
Research Activities" was used to determine the number of subjects included in each
stratum (See Table 4).
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The total size of the sample was 195 subjects. Stratified random sampling
permitted generalization within each group and across die groups. As Jaeger (1984)
pointed out in his book Sampling in Education and in the Social Sciences, stratified
sampling will provide "efficient estimates of the overall population parameters, while
at the same time yielding estimates for important sub-populations"(p. 68).

Table 3
Universities With POD Membership Classified According to
Carnegie Foundation Technical Report (1987)
Type of university
Comprehensive

Doctorate-granting

Liberal arts

Research

Total

Sub-category

Number

I

95

II

16

I

23

II

17

I

12

II

13

I

39

n

18
233
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Table 4
Population and Sample Size of Each Stratum and Their Percentages
Population size and
stratum percentages

Sample size and
stratum percentages

111 (47.6%)

87 (44.6%)

Doctorate-granting

40 (17.1%)

36 (18.4%)

Liberal arts

25 (10.7%)

24 (12.3%)

Research

57 (24.5%)

48 (24.6%)

233 (99.9%)

195 (99.9%)

Population stratum
Comprehensive

Total

The variations of the sample in each category were assumed to be part of a
normally distributed population, and mutually independent. In addition, the variances
of the samples were assumed to be approximately equal.

Data Collection Procedures

This study is an ex post facto research in which characteristics of a defined
group were obtained, without controlling variations in the variables affecting such
group (Kerlinger, 1986). This research was concerned with characteristics of FD
programs and FD practice evaluations, and the relationships among types of
universities, types of programs, and types of evaluations.
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Development of the Instrument

An instrument to determine types of faculty development (FD) programs and
FD practice evaluation in higher educational institutions was designed by the
researcher. The following steps were followed to design the questionnaire:
Step 1: Examination of die literature related to FD programs, practices, and
activities:

This stage provided a list o f FD practices, activities, strategies, and

programs practiced in American, Canadian, and Mexican colleges and universities.
Programs were grouped in personal, instructional, curriculum, research, academic
advising/counseling, and organizational programs. Practices were grouped in financial
support; faculty performance assessment; workshops, seminars and lectures; individual
faculty assistance and consultation; faculty exchanges; and miscellaneous. Questions
related to the importance and frequency of FD programs and practices were
developed. At this time, importance was measured through a Likert scale, including
the following categories not important (1), important (3), and critically important (5).
Frequency of offering FD programs was measured through a 3-point scale: every
session, semester or quarter (1), once every year (2), and less frequently than every
year (3).
Step 2: Examination of the literature about program evaluation. A set of
models used to measure training and development programs (Six Stages Model of
program evaluation, Brinkerhoff, 1987; Stages to Evaluate Training and Development,
McDonald, 1987; Areas of Evaluation of Programs, M. J. Smith, 1990; and
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Dimensions of Training Evaluation, Kirkpatrick, 1978) were revised. A detailed
discussion of these models was shown in the review o f the literature. These models
were reflected in the four categories measuring participant satisfaction, measuring
participant learning, observing on-the-job behavior, and measuring effects on the
organization (Appendix C shows a copy of the instrument). In addition, based on the
review of the literature, times of evaluation were defined. These included (a) during
the implementation of the program; this time is related to the process of formative
evaluation; (b) immediately after the program; and (c) at least one month after the
program.
Step 3: Development of the general information section. This section included
questions related to the FD office and university characteristics (see Appendices C and
D).

Step 4: Writing of the instrument.
Step 5: Initial revision of the instrument by a FD specialist. In this stage the
instrument was revised to define the adequacy of the language, the terms, and the
indicators included in it.
Step 6: Writing of the first revised version of the instrument. This version
included observations and comments made by the FD specialist.
Step 7: Revision of the first revised version. The first revised version was
given to a group of doctoral students and one faculty member to read and make
comments in relation to readability, use of the language, comprehension, clarity of the
directions, etc. Twelve revisions were collected.
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Step 8:

Writing of the second revised version.

The comments and

observations were incorporated into the second revised version of the instrument.
Step 9: Revision of the second revised version. This version was given to a
specialist in FD to check for accuracy of the terms, language, and variable indicators.
Step 10: Writing of the third revised version. The instrument was rewritten,
resulting in the third revised version (see Appendix C). The third version of the
instrument was revised and new drafts were written and revised.
The sixth version of the instrument, named Survey of Faculty Development
Program Evaluation in Four-year Universities and Colleges has 83 items. These items
were distributed in five sections: Section A, faculty development programs (6 items);
Section B, faculty development practices (42 items); Section C, evaluation of faculty
development practices (7 items); Section D, timing of evaluation (7 items); and
Section E, general information (21 items). See Appendix D for this sixth version.

Expert Review

A final examination of all specifications and parts of the instrument was done
by five specialists in the areas of FD and program evaluation. Two of them were
actively involved in faculty development and program evaluation in educational
institutions, one was involved in training and development in educational and business
organizations, and the other two were faculty with more than 10 years' experience in
higher educational institutions who have intervened in faculty development programs
as participants and as facilitator. The group’s task was to determine if the items were
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operational aspects of the literature and experiences in the field. In addition, the
group reviewed the items for comprehension, content, and length. The group assessed
the content validity of the questionnaire. An instrument evaluation form was attached
to the instrument (see Appendix F). The purpose of the form was to collect in one
form the comments, observations, judgments, or opinions given by each member of
the group. The form also helped to ensure that comments about each item were
provided.
The expert review provided comments and observations on aspects of the
instrument such as wording of the instructions, ordering of the questions, wording of
the items, number of choices to answer the questions, and wording of those choices.
The most important changes in the instrument were related to: (a) order of the items,
(b) addition of options to answer the items, and (c) addition of items. Relating to the
first aspect, the specialists suggested to writing at the beginning of the survey those
items related to specific issues such as types of FD practices. They also suggested to
write close to the end of the survey, before the items related to the university and FD
center information, those items related to general issues that required careful thinking
to be answered. Relating to the second aspect, the number of choices to answer the
items was increased. The options "provided by my office" and "provided by other
offices," "used by my office" and "used by other offices," "offered or sponsored by
my office" and "offered or sponsored by other offices," "sponsored by my office" and
"sponsored by other offices," "evaluated by my office" and "evaluated by other
offices," and "I do not know" were added. The last change to the instrument was the
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addition of three questions, which were added to the last section of the instrument (see
Appendix E; Questions 78, 79, 80).
After the expert review, the instrument included 86 items. These items were
distributed across five sections: Section A, faculty development practices (42 items);
Section B, evaluation of faculty development practices (7 items); Section C, timing
of evaluation (7 items); Section D, faculty development areas (6 items); and Section
E, general information (24 items). See Appendix E for details of the instrument.

Field Testing

After the expert review, the instrument was ready for field testing. The field
testing provided an opportunity to test the reliability of the instrument and the methods
and procedures of collecting data (Ary, Cheser & Razavieh, 1985; Borg & Gall,
1983). Twelve instruments were sent to universities and colleges, randomly selected,
from each stratum of the population (see Table 4). The universities and colleges
included in the field testing were part of the universities and colleges used in the
study. Table 5 shows the sample size used in the field testing and the number of
subjects in the population.
The field testing included the following steps:
A package including the survey was mailed to 12 faculty development (FD)
offices. It contained a cover letter explaining the reasons for the study, a colored card
establishing the importance and need to return the completed survey and their
comments as soon as possible, a postage-paid return envelope, and a card asking for
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Table 5
Sample Size of Each Stratum of the Population for the Field Testing
Population stratum

Population
subjects

Percentage of
die population

Comprehensive

111

47.6

6

47.6

Doctorate-granting

40

17.1

2

17.2

Lliberal arts

25

10.7

1

10.7

Research

57

24.5

3

24.5

Total

233

99.9

12

99.9

Field test
sample

Percentage of
the sample

the name and address of the person in charge of the office of faculty development—if
it was other than the person who received the package—and asking if the respondent
wanted an executive summary of the study. Respondents were informed in the cover
letter about strategies for returning the surveys (see Appendix G).
After 2 weeks, a reminder card was sent to five individuals who did not return
the completed survey and comments. This card explained the importance of and need
for the answers. One week after having sent the reminder card, a new package was
sent to the subjects, including a survey, a stamped return envelope, a letter, and a card
motivating nonrespondents to respond quickly.
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Survey Reliability

After the field testing, the reliability of the instrument was established and the
necessary adjustments to the survey were made.

In addition, the methods and

procedures of collecting data were fine tuned. Reliability was established for sections
A to D (faculty development practices, evaluation of faculty development practices,
timing of evaluation, and faculty development areas respectively) of the instrument
using Cronbach’s alpha coefficient of reliability. Section A of the instrument was
divided into two parts. One dealt with answers related to the office that provided,
supported, or offered the FD practice, and the other part dealt with answers related to
the frequency of offering of each practice (see Appendix E). Section B of the
instrument was also divided into two parts. One part dealt with the office that
conducted the evaluation of the FD practice, and the other part dealt with the type of
evaluation conducted to evaluate each practice (see Appendix E).
Table 6 shows the alpha coefficients of reliability for sections A to D of the
instrument.
As a result of the field test a new instrument, including the changes and
suggestions made by the field test sample respondents, was developed. The major
changes of the instruments were (a) rewording of the Item 17 from "Self assessment"
to "Instructional self assessment"; (b) elimination of Items 28 and 38, "Career
development" and "Job enrichment" respectively (these items were not answered by
the respondents, and in addition, 7 of the 12 respondents wrote notes asking for the
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meaning of the items or wrote question marks besides the items); (c) reordering of the
Items 78 to 80; and (d) elimination of column "I do not know." Seven field test
respondents said that by observing die combined responses of both parts of the item
options (which offices provided, offered, or sponsored the practice and how frequently
provided, offered, or sponsored) they could define if the practices were conducted, and
if the respondent knew how frequently it is conducted (see Appendix H).

Table 6
Alpha Coefficients of Reliability Based on Field Test Responses
Instrument section
FD practices

Evaluation of FD
practices

Timing of
evaluation

Item number

Number of items

Alpha coefficient

Ola to 40a

40

.9

01b to 40b

40

.9

41a to 47a

7

.7

41b to 47b

7

.8

48 to 54

7

.7

Research Procedure

The final instrument was sent to 195 universities divided into four strata (see
Table 3). The survey procedure included the following stages:
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Stage 1: A package including the instrument was mailed to each faculty
development (FD) office representative selected in the sample. It also included a
letter (see Appendix I) explaining the reasons for the study, a red card establishing the
importance of the study and need to return the completed survey as soon as possible,
a stamped return envelope, and a blue card asking for the name and address of the
person in charge of the FD office, if he or she was other than the one who received
the package, and asking if the respondent wanted an executive summary of the study.
Respondents were informed in the cover letter about how to return the surveys.
Stage 2: Two weeks after the first mailing, a reminder card was sent to the
individuals who had not returned the completed survey. This card explained the need
for and importance of the answers.
Stage 3: Two weeks after having sent the reminder card, a new package was
mailed. The package contained a survey, a stamped return envelope, a letter (see
Appendix J), and a card motivating nonrespondents to respond quickly and reminding
them that this was the second survey they received.
Stage 4: Follow-up Steps 2 and 3 were planned to be repeated until collecting
the established sample size or until reaching the January 15, 1994 deadline.
Stage 5: Ten weeks after sending the first survey, frequency distributions of
the number of subjects and types of universities and colleges were built for the
population and for the respondents, and percentages in each stratum of the population
and of the sample were calculated to determine the similarity between population and
respondent sample. A response rate was also calculated. One hundred thirty surveys
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were received

Fourteen of them included notes saying (a) the FD office was

eliminated, (b) the number of FD programs being offered was too small to provide
good responses, (c) they preferred not to answer because the offices were too new to
offer all the variety of programs and practices included in the survey, and (d) the
person in charge of the department was on sabbatical leave. Table 7 shows the
response rate by type of institution.
Table 8 shows the number of completed surveys and the number of surveys
returned with explanatory notes about why they had not answered.

Table 7
Response Rate by Type of Institution Compared With Percentage
of Institutions in the Population
Percentage of
surveys needed to
reach the number of
institutions in the
population

Surveys
returned

Percentage
of the total
of surveys
returned

Percentage
of the
institution
in the
population

Comprehensive

66

50.8

47.6

0.0

Doctorate-granting

18

13.8

17.1

3.3

Liberal arts

14

10.7

10.7

0.0

Research

32

24.6

24.5

0.0

130

99.9

99.9

3.3

Type of institution

Total
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Table 8
Response Rate of Completed Surveys and Surveys With Explanatory Notes

Type of
institution

Population
size

Surveys
returned

Percentage
of return

Surveys
completed

Surveys
with notes

Comprehensive

111

66

59.5

60

6

Doctorategranting

40

18

45.0

12

6

Lliberal arts

25

14

56.0

14

0

Rresearch

57

32

56.1

30

2

Total

233

130

54.2*

116

14

^Average

Stage 6: Based on the data derived from stage 5, five (3.3% surveys needed
to reach the percentage of institutions in the population) faculty developers in
doctorate-granting universities were contacted by phone and asked if they work in FD
offices. They said that they work in FD offices and that they wanted to respond to
the survey. Five surveys that were mailed were returned. Table 9 and 10 show the
return rate.
Return rate percentage with respect to the sample was 69.2 and with respect
to the population was 57.9.
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Table 9
Percentage of Response Rate Compared With Percentage of
Institution in the Population
Type of
institution

Surveys
returned

Percentage
of the total
of surveys
returned

Percentage
of the
institution
in the
population

Percentage of surveys
needed to reach the
percentage of the
institutions in the
population

Comprehensive

66

48.8

47.6

0

Doctorate-granting

23

17.0

17.1

0

Lliberal arts

14

10.4

10.7

0

Rresearch

32

23.7

24.5

0

135

99.9

99.9

0

Total

Table 10
Response Rate After Phone Interviews and Final Mailing
Type of institution
Comprehensive

Population size

Surveys returned

Percentage of return

111

66

59.5

0

23

57.5

Liberal arts

25

14

56.0

Research

57

32

56.1

233

135

57.9*

Doctorate-granting

Total
*Average
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Data Analysis Tests Summary

Data obtained from the survey were analyzed using descriptive and inferential
statistics. Descriptive statistics were used to provide a clear context background and
make decisions for further analysis. Differences within and between importance and
frequency of programs and types of universities and colleges were analyzed using
MANOVA for repeated measures and ANOVA. All statistical tests were performed
using an alpha level of .05. The relationship between nominal variables, such as type
of university, type of evaluation, and time of evaluation were analyzed through the use
of frequency and percentages of contingency tables (Hinkle, Wiersma & Jurs, 1988).
Table 11 shows the variables and the possible test for analyzing the data.

Summary

In this chapter, the methods and procedures used in to complete the study were
described.

It included the purpose, overview of the study, research design,

hypotheses, description of the population, sampling method, instruments used for data
collection, and procedures of data analysis.
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Table 11
Data Analysis of Relationship Among Variables
Variable relations

Data analysis method

Importance and frequency of faculty
development (FD) programs within
universities and colleges.

Frequency distributions and basic
descriptive; MANOVA for
repeated measures

Importance and frequency of faculty
development (FD) programs between
universities and colleges.

Frequency distribution and basic
descriptive; One-way ANOVA

Differences in frequency of FD practices,
and types and times of evaluation of such
practices within universities

Frequency distributions and basic
descriptive; MANOVA for
repeated measures; Cross tables

Differences in frequency of FD practices,
and types and times of evaluation of such
practices between universities

Frequency distributions and basic
descriptive; One-way ANOVA;
Cross tables

Table 12
Hypotheses and Statistical Tests
Types of Programs and Types of Institutions
Hypotheses

Statistical tests

Comparisons of FD programs within universities
and colleges.

Descriptive and MANOVA
for repeated measures

Comparisons of FD programs among universities
and colleges.

Descriptive and one-way
ANOVA

Types of FD program evaluation in universities
and colleges.

Descriptive and cross tables

Times of FD program evaluation within
universities and colleges.

Descriptive and cross tables
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CHAPTER IV

RESULTS

The purpose of this study was to address the following questions: What is the
importance and frequency of offering of different types of faculty development (FD)
programs conducted in four-year higher educational institutions? How and when were
FD practices evaluated in those institutions?
The design of the study involved the participation of faculty development
department professionals who responded to the Survey of Faculty Development
Program Evaluation in Four-year Universities and Colleges.

Respondents were

randomly selected from a population derived from the Professional and Organizational
Development (POD) Network in Higher Education Directory, 1992-1993.

The

purpose of the survey was to collect information about faculty development programs,
practices, and types of evaluation used to evaluate such programs and practices.
The independent variable, type of university, included four categories: research,
doctorate-granting, and comprehensive universities; and liberal Arts colleges. The
dependent variables were (a) type of FD program (personal, instructional, curriculum,
research, academic advising/counseling, and organizational development); (b) type of
evaluation (measuring participant satisfaction, measuring participant learning,
observing participant behavior on the job, and measuring effects of the intervention

122
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on the organization); and (c) time of the evaluation (during the implementation of the
program, immediately after the implementation of the program, at least one month
after the implementation).
The following hypotheses were tested in this study:

Comparisons of Importance of FD Programs Within Universities and Colleges

1. Research universities consider FD programs in areas related to research
more important than programs in areas related to instruction, curriculum, counseling
and advising, organizational development, and personal wellness.
2. Doctorate universities consider FD programs in areas related to research and
instruction more important than programs in areas related to curriculum, counseling
and advising, organizational development, and personal wellness.
3. Comprehensive universities consider FD programs in areas related to
curriculum and instruction more important than programs in areas related to research,
counseling and advising, organizational development, and personal wellness.
4. Liberal arts colleges consider FD programs in areas related to counseling
and advising and instruction more important than programs in areas related to
research, curriculum, organizational development, and personal wellness.

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.

124
Comparisons of Frequency of Offering of FD Programs
Within Universities and Colleges

1. Research universities conduct FD programs in areas related to research more
frequently than programs in areas related to instruction, curriculum, counseling and
advising, organizational development, and personal wellness.
2. Doctorate-granting universities conduct FD programs in areas related to
research and instruction more frequently than programs in areas related to curriculum,
counseling and advising, organizational development, and personal wellness.
3. Comprehensive universities conduct FD programs in areas related to
curriculum and instruction more frequently than programs in areas related to research,
counseling and advising, organizational development, and personal wellness.
4. Liberal arts colleges conduct FD programs in areas related to counseling and
advising and instruction more frequently than programs in areas related to research,
curriculum, organizational development, and personal wellness.

Comparisons of Importance of FD Programs Among Universities and Colleges

1. Liberal arts colleges consider personal development programs more
important than do comprehensive, doctorate-granting, and research universities.
2. Liberal arts colleges consider instructional development programs more
important than do comprehensive, doctorate-granting, and research universities.
3. Comprehensive universities consider curriculum development programs more
important than do Liberal arts colleges, doctorate-granting, and research universities.
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4. Research universities consider research development programs more
important than do doctorate-granting, comprehensive universities, and liberal arts
colleges.
5. Liberal arts colleges consider academic advising/counseling development
programs more important than do comprehensive, doctorate-granting, and research
universities.
6. Research universities, doctorate-granting universities, comprehensive
universities, and liberal arts colleges consider organizational development programs
equally important.

Comparisons of Frequency of Offering of FD Programs
Among Universities and Colleges

1. Liberal arts colleges conduct

personal development programs more

frequently than do comprehensive, doctorate-granting, and research universities.
2. Liberal arts colleges conduct instructional development programs more
frequently than do comprehensive, doctorate-granting, and research universities.
3. Comprehensive universities conduct curriculum development programs more
frequently than do liberal arts colleges, doctorate-granting, and research universities.
4. Research universities conduct research development programs more
frequently than do doctorate-granting, comprehensive universities, and liberal arts
colleges.
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5. Liberal arts colleges conduct academic advising/counseling development
programs more frequently than do comprehensive, doctorate-granting, and research
universities.
6. Research universities, doctorate-granting universities, comprehensive
universities, and liberal arts colleges offer organizational development programs
equally frequently.

Types of Evaluation of FD Practices

The type of evaluation of FD practices conducted in research, doctorategranting, comprehensive universities, and liberal arts colleges in the United States is
predominantly evaluation of participant satisfaction, followed by participant learning
of the program, then by evaluation of on-the-job behaviors of the participants, and
finally by evaluation of impact on the organization. The last two types of evaluation
will be almost absent in FD practice evaluations.

Times of Evaluation of FD Practices

Evaluation of FD practices in research, doctorate-granting, comprehensive
universities, and liberal arts colleges is predominantly conducted immediately at the
end of the implementation (summative evaluation). FD practices are rarely evaluated
during the implementation or some time after it, for formative or long term impact
evaluation purposes.
All of these hypotheses were tested against the alpha level .05.
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General Findings

One hundred thirty five out of 195 respondents returned the surveys (69.2 %).
One hundred and twenty-one surveys (62%) were fully completed, from Sections A
to D, and partially completed in Section E. Fourteen unanswered surveys (7.2%) were
returned with comments. Comments were classified into the following categories: I
cannot respond, the person in charge of faculty development is on sabbatical leave (2
respondents); I do not want to answer (3 respondents); FD efforts are too limited, I
cannot answer the survey (2 respondents); FD office is actually in reorganization (6
respondents); and FD office was eliminated (1 respondent).
Frequency distributions and descriptive statistics were reported for selected
variables.

Results related to importance and frequency of FD programs, and

characteristics of FD centers involved in the study that responded to the survey are
shown in Appendix K.

Hypotheses Related Findings

Results of the Comparisons of Importance of FD Programs
Within Universities and Colieges

Hypotheses about importance of FD programs within each university and
college were tested by comparing importance mean values of the FD programs
(personal, instructional, research, curriculum, academic advising/counseling, and
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organizational) in universities and colleges. The SPSS program was used to make the
comparisons (Norusis, 1990a).
Importance of faculty development programs was determined through survey
Items 55 to 60. These items were answered with a Likert scale with the following
values: not important (1), somewhat important (2), important (3), very important (4),
and critically important (5).

Table 13
Items Classified by Types of Faculty Development Programs
Type of development
program

Item

Description

Personal
26 Workshops, seminars, and lectures about
(physical/psychological)
interpersonal relationships and/or communication
skills.
27 Workshops, seminars, and lectures about personal
wellness.
30 Individual faculty assistance and consultation about
personal wellness and career development
Instructional

34 Individual faculty assistance and consultation about
promotion and tenure issues
6 Faculty performance assessment through classroom
visits and/or observations.
7 Faculty performance assessment through teaching
assessment by peer consultant.
8 Faculty performance assessment through videotaping
of classroom teaching.
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Table 13—Continued
Type of development
program

Item

Description

9 Faculty performance assessment through instructional
rating by students.
26 Workshops, seminars, and lectures about inter
personal relationships and/or communication skills
27 Workshops, seminars, and lectures about personal
wellness.
30 Individual faculty assistance and consultation about
personal wellness and career development
Instructional

34 Individual faculty assistance and consultation about
promotion and tenure issues
6 Faculty performance assessment through classroom
visits and/or observations.
7 Faculty performance assessment through teaching
assessment by peer consultant.
8 Faculty performance assessment through videotaping
of classroom teaching.
9 Faculty performance assessment through instructional
rating by students.
11 Faculty performance assessment through course
assessment by chairperson.
13 Faculty performance assessment through teaching
assessment by chairperson.
16 Faculty performance assessment through course
assessment by faculty developer.
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Table 13—Continued
Type of development
program

Item

Description

17 Faculty performance assessment through instructional
self-assessment.
19 Workshops, seminars, and lectures about methods
and strategies of instruction.
20 Workshops, seminars, and lectures about testing and
evaluation of student performance.
32 Individual faculty assistance and consultation about
student testing and evaluation issues.
Curriculum

21 Workshops, seminars, and lectures about curriculum
development.

Curriculum

23 Workshops, seminars, and lectures about educational
trends.

Research

14 Faculty performance assessment through research
assessment by chairperson.
25 Workshops, seminars, and lectures about research
and scholarship skills.
33 Individual faculty assistance and consultation about
research and publication issues.

Academic
advising/conseling

10 Faculty performance assessment through advising
ratings by students.
12 Faculty performance assessment through advising
assessment by chairperson.

Organizational

28 Workshops, seminars, and lectures about institutional
and/or departmental policies and procedures.
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Table 13—Continued
Type of development
program

Item

Description

29 Workshops, seminars, and lectures about institutional
and/or departmental climate.

Hypotheses about importance of FD programs were tested by using the mean
values of importance of each type of FD program (personal, instructional, research,
curriculum, academic advising/counseling, and organizational).
When importance mean values were found to be different, MANOVAs for
repeated measures were calculated. MANOVA was used to get "protection against
calling too many differences significant. . . as the number of treatments increases."
(Norusis, 1990a; p. B-l 13). There were six types of development programs (personal,
instructional, research, curriculum, academic advising/counseling, and organizational)
to be compared in pairs. In addition, when statistically significant differences between
mean values were found, selected MANOVA contrasts were designed to determine
the differences between pairs of FD programs.

Research Universities

The research hypotheses stated that research universities consider faculty
development programs related to the research area more important than other types
of programs. The null form of this hypothesis stated that in research universities the
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mean values of importance of FD programs are the same. Table 14 shows the means
of importance of each type o f FD program in research universities.

Table 14
Importance of FD Programs in Research Universities
Type of Development Program

Mean

3D

Instructional

4.00

1.0

Research

3.93

1.3

Curriculum

3.33

1.0

Organizational

2.70

1.4

Academic Advising/Counseling

2.63

1.2

Personal

2.60

1.1

Note. Not im portant 1, Somewhat important=2, Important=3, Very important=4,
Critically important=5. n_= 30

Mean values for importance indicate that there are differences between FD
programs and that instructional development programs were the most important (4.00),
followed by research development programs (3.93). Both were considered very
important. They were followed, from higher to lower importance, by curriculum
(3.33), organizational, academic advising/counseling, and personal development (2.60)
programs, respectively. The mean values indicate that academic advising/counseling,
personal, and organizational development programs were considered to be some point
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between somewhat important and important.

Based on these data the research

hypothesis stating that research universities consider FD programs related to die
research area more important than other types of FD programs was not supported.
Although the research hypothesis was not supported, a MANOVA for repeated
measures was calculated to determine if the differences between importance mean
values of FD programs were statistically significant. A j> value of .00 indicates that
there were differences among mean values of importance of FD programs in research
universities. Therefore, the null hypotheses stating no differences among importance
mean values of FD within research universities was not maintained.
Pair comparisons were done to explore differences among FD programs in
research universities. Results showed that there were differences between mean values
of importance of (a) research development programs and personal development
programs, (b) research development programs and academic advising/counseling
development programs, (c) research development programs and curriculum
development programs, and (d) research development programs and organizational
development programs.

Differences were also found between (a) instructional

development programs and personal development programs, (b) instructional
development programs and academic advising/counseling development programs, (c)
instructional development programs and organizational development programs, and (d)
instructional development programs and curriculum development programs.
Aditionally, differences were found between (a) curriculum development programs and
personal development programs, (b) curriculum development programs and academic
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advising/counseling development programs, and (c) curriculum development programs
and organizational development programs.

No difference was found between

instructional development programs and research development programs.

These

results indicate that there were differences in importance of FD programs in research
universities other than those hypothesized.

The most noticeable differences in

importance of FD programs were between instructional development programs and
organizational, academic advising/counseling, and personal development programs; and
research development programs and organizational, academic advising/counseling, and
personal development programs.

Doctorate-granting Universities

The research hypothesis stated that doctorate-granting universities consider
research and instructional development programs more important than other types of
programs.

The null form of this hypothesis stated that in doctorate-granting

universities, the mean values of importance of FD programs are the same.
Table 15 shows the mean values for importance of FD programs in doctorategranting universities.
Mean values indicate that research and instructional development were
considered the most important types of programs (4.17 and 3.58, respectively).
Following from higher to lower importance were curriculum (3.11), personal (2.82),
academic advising/counseling (2.47), and organizational development programs (2.41),
respectively. The mean values indicated that these FD programs were considered
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Table 15
Importance of FD Programs in Doctorate-granting Universities
Type of Development Program

Mean

5D

Research

4.17

1.0

Instructional .

3.58

1.0

Curriculum

3.11

1.2

Personal

2.82

1.0

Academic advising and counseling

2.47

1.2

Organizational

2.41

1.0

Note. Not im portant 1, Somewhat important=2, Important=3, Very important=4,
Critically important=5. n_= 17

between somewhat important and important.

Based on these data, the research

hypothesis stating that doctorate-granting universities consider research and
instructional development programs more important than other types of programs was
supported.
The differences between mean values indicated that there were differences in
the importance of FD programs in doctorate-granting universities. A p value of .00
indicates that there were differences between importance mean values of FD programs
in doctorate-granting universities.

Table 16 shows the F and p values for pair

comparisons of mean values of importance of FD programs showing statistically
significant differences.

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.

136
Table 16
£ and j> Values for Pair Comparisons of Means of Importance
of FD Programs in Doctorate-granting Universities
Type of Development Program Compared

F

Research and personal

20.85

.000

Research and curriculum

16.10

.001

Research and advising/counseling

26.80

.000

Research and organizational

27.27

.000

Instructional and personal

5.88

.028

Instructional and curriculum

4.92

.041

Instructional and academic advising/counseling

14.30

.002

Instructional and organizational

20.39

.000

£

Results in Table 16 indicate that there were differences between (a) research
development programs and personal development programs, (b) research development
programs and curriculum development programs, (c) research development programs
and academic advising/counseling development programs, (d) research development
programs and organizational development programs. Differences also were shown
between (a) instructional development programs and curriculum development
programs, (b) instructional development programs and academic advising/counseling

development programs, and (c) instructional development programs and organizational
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development programs. In addition, no difference between importance mean values
of research and instructional development programs was found.
These results, analyzed in combination with the importance mean values of FD
program (see Table 15), provide evidence to reject the null hypothesis of no
differences between mean values of importance of FD programs, and to support the
research hypothesis stating that doctorate-granting universities would consider FD
programs in the research and instructional areas more important than other FD
programs.

Comprehensive Universities

The research hypothesis stated that comprehensive universities consider
curriculum and instruction development programs more important than other types of
programs. The null form of this hypothesis stated that in comprehensive universities
the mean values of importance of FD programs are the same. Table 17 shows the
means of importance for each type of program in comprehensive universities.
Mean values indicate that instructional and curriculum development were
considered the most important types of programs (3.90 and 3.55, respectively).
Instructional development was considered close to very important, and curriculum
development was considered some point between important and very important.
Following from higher to lower importance were research (3.36), academic
advising/counseling (3.03), organizational (2.81), and personal (2.80) development
programs, respectively. The importance mean values of instructional and curriculum
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development programs indicated that they were considered close to very important.
Based on these data the research hypothesis for comprehensive universities was
supported.

Table 17
Importance of FD Programs in Comprehensive Universities
Type of Development Program

Mean

£D

Instructional

3.90

1.0

Curriculum

3.55

1.0

Research

3.36

1.1

Academic advising/counseling

3.03

1.2

Organizational

2.81

1.3

Personal

2.80

1.1

«

Note. Not im portant 1. Somewhat important=2, Important=3, Very important=4,
Critically important=5. n_= 60

A MANOVA for multiple measures was calculated to determine if those
differences were statistically significant. A j> value of .00 indicates that there were
differences between importance mean values of FD programs in comprehensive
universities. Table 18 shows the £ and p values for pair comparisons of mean values
of importance of FD programs showing statistically significant differences.

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited w ithout permission.

139
Table 18
E and p Values for Pair Comparisons of Means o f Importance
o f FD Programs in Comprehensive Universities
Type of development program compared

E

Curriculum and personal

19.66

.000

Curriculum and academic advising/counseling

14.10

.000

Curriculum and organizational

23.87

.000

Instructional and curriculum

12.89

.001

Instructional and personal

55.34

.000

Instructional and research

9.78

.003

Instructional and academic advising/ounseling

38.57

.000

Instructional and organizational

70.92

.000

Research and personal

9.57

.003

Research and academic advising/counseling

4.12

.047

Research and organizational

8.31

.005

12

*p < .05, d£_(29375T

Results in Table 18 show that there were differences in importance between
(a) curriculum development programs and personal development programs, (b)
curriculum development programs and instructional development programs, (c)
curriculum development programs and academic advising/counseling development
programs, and (d) curriculum development programs and organizational development
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programs.

Differences were also found between (a) instructional development

programs and personal development programs, (b) instructional development programs
and research development programs, (c) instructional development programs and
academic advising/counseling development programs, and

(d) instructional

development programs and organizational development programs. Differences were
also found between (a) research development programs and personal development
programs, (b) research development programs academic advising/counseling
development programs, and (c) research development programs and organizational
development programs. No differences in importance were found between research
and curriculum development programs.
These results provide evidence to reject the null hypothesis because differences
were found between mean values of some FD programs. However, the results do not
support the research hypothesis. It was found that the highest means of importance
belong to instructional and curriculum development programs, but curriculum
programs were found to be considered different in importance from instructional
development programs and were not found to be considered different in importance
from research development programs. Based on these results, it was inferred that the
most important FD programs in comprehensive universities were instructional,
curriculum, and research development programs.
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Liberal Arts Colleges

The research hypothesis stated that liberal arts colleges consider academic
advising/counseling and instructional development programs more important than other
types of programs. The null form of this hypothesis stated that in liberal arts colleges
the mean values of importance of FD programs are the same. Table 19 shows the
means of importance of each type of program in liberal arts colleges.

Table 19
Importance of FD Programs in Liberal arts Colleges
Type of development program

Mean

m

Academic advising/counseling

4.00

1.0

Instructional

4.00

1.0

Curriculum

3.71

1.0

Organizational

3.14

1.4

Personal

2.78

1.2

Research

2.71

1.3

Note. Not important 1, Somewhat important=2, Important=3, Very important=4,
Critically important=5. n_= 14

The mean values of importance of instructional (4.00) and academic
advising/counseling (4.00) development programs indicate that these were the most
important FD programs.

Both are considered very important.

Curriculum

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.

development (3.71) was considered between important and very important. Following
from higher to lower importance were organizational, personal, and research
development programs (3.14, 2.78, and 2.71, respectively). The mean values of
importance indicate that organizational development programs were considered
important, while personal and research development programs were considered
someplace between somewhat important and important. Based on these data, the
research hypothesis stating that liberal arts colleges consider instructional and
academic advising/counseling programs more important than other FD programs was
supported. However, additional tests were conducted to determine if statistically
significant differences exist between academic advising/counseling, instructional
development, and other FD programs.
A p value of .00 indicates that there were significant differences between
importance mean values of FD programs in liberal arts colleges. Table 20 shows the
F and p values for pair comparisons of mean values of importance of FD programs
showing statistically significant different cases.
Results in Table 20 show that there were differences between (a) academic
advising/counseling development programs and personal development programs, (b)
academic advising/counseling development programs and research development
programs, and (c) academic advising/counseling development programs and
organizational development programs. Differences were also found between (a)
instructional development programs and personal development programs, (b)
instructional development programs and research development programs, and (c)
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instructional development programs and organizational development programs.
Additionally, differences were found between (a) curriculum development programs
and personal development programs, (b) curriculum development programs and
research development programs, and (c) curriculum development programs and
organizational development programs. No differences were found between academic
advising/counseling, instructional, and curriculum development programs.

Table 20
F and p Values for Pair Comparisons of Importance of FD Programs
in Liberal Arts Colleges
Type of development program compared

F

E

Academic advising/counseling and personal

13.18

.003

Academic advising/counseling and research

15.95

.002

7.55

.017

Instructional and personal

25.91

.000

Instructional and research

14.42

.002

8.51

.012

Curriculum and personal

14.36

.002

Curriculum and research

7.00

.020

10.94

.006

Academic advising/counseling and personalizational

Instructional and personalizational

Curriculum and personalizational
*p < .05, d£_(65f 5)
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These results provide evidence to reject the null hypothesis because mean
values of importance of FD programs were different.
hypothesis

stating

that

liberal

arts

colleges

However, the research

would

consider

academic

advising/counseling and instructional development programs more important than other
FD programs was not supported because curriculum development programs were
found to be as important as academic advising/counseling and instructional
development programs. These results indicate that academic advising/counseling,
instructional, and curriculum were the most important FD programs in liberal arts
colleges. No differences among importance mean values of personal, research, and
organizational development programs provide evidence to infer that these areas were
equally important in liberal arts colleges.

Importance mean values of personal,

research, and organizational development programs also provide evidence to infer that
these areas were the least important in liberal arts colleges.

Results of the Comparisons of Frequency of Offering FD
Programs Within Universities and Colleges

Frequency of FD programs was determined by using the survey items related
to FD practices. A correlation matrix was created for the items to determine if they
could be classified within the same type of program and if they were measuring the
same dimension. Only those items with a correlation of .3 or higher were selected.
Frequency was measured through a 3-point scale with the following values:
every session, semester or quarter (1), once every year (2), and less frequently than
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once every year (3). In addition, a not offered (4) value was added depending on the
answer given to the same item in the section asking: who offers, provides, or sponsors
the FD practice, my office or other office. When none of these two options were
selected, it was assumed that the practice was not offered, and a value of 4 was
assigned to the frequency part of the item. For the analysis of the frequency of FD
program offerings, higher mean values indicate less frequency of offering.
Hypotheses about frequency of offering FD programs were tested using the
mean values of frequency of offering each type of FD program (personal,
instructional, research, curriculum, academic advising/counseling, and organizational).
The mean value of frequency of offering each FD program was obtained by averaging
the frequency of offering the items classified under each type of program (Table 13).

Research Universities

The research hypothesis stated that research universities offer faculty
development programs related to the research area more frequently than other types
of programs. The null form of this hypothesis stated that in research universities the
mean values of frequency of offering FD programs are the same. In this section,
lower mean values indicated higher frequency of offering.
Twenty-one respondents answered the items related to frequency of programs
in research universities. Table 21 shows the mean values for frequency of each type
of FD program.
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Table 21
Frequency o f Offering of FD Programs in Research Universities
Type of development program

Mean

S2

Instructional

1.85

0.6

Personal

2.33

1.0

Research

2.49

1.0

Curriculum

2.50

1.0

Organizational

2.61

0.9

Academic advising/counseling

2.85

0.9

Note. Every session=l, Once every year=2, Less frequently than once every
year=3, Not offered=4. n_= 21

The types of programs offered more frequently by research universities were
instructional (1.85), offered between every session and once every year and personal
(2.33), research (2.49), and curriculum (2.50), offered between once every year and
less frequently than once every year. Organizational and academic advising/counseling
development programs were the program less frequently offered (2.61, and 2.85,
respectively).

The mean value of frequency of offering research development

programs was higher than the mean values of personal and instructional development
programs.
Although, the research hypothesis was not supported, a MANOVA for repeated
measures was calculated to determine if the differences among frequency of offering
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mean values of FD programs were significant. A j> value of .00 indicates that there
were differences among FD programs in research universities. Therefore, the null
hypotheses stating no differences among importance mean values of FD within
research universities was not maintained.
Although, the research hypothesis was already not supported, pair comparisons
were done to explore differences among frequency of offering FD programs in
research universities. Results show that there were differences between instructional
development programs and personal development programs, instructional development
programs and organizational development programs, instructional development
programs and curriculum development programs, instructional development programs
and research development programs, and instructional development programs and
academic advising/counseling development programs; and between personal
development programs and academic advising/counseling development programs.
These results indicated that the most frequently offered FD programs in research
universities were others than those hypothesized. The most noticeable difference in
frequency of offering was between instructional development programs and the rest
of FD development programs. This indicates that in research universities, the FD
development programs more frequently offered were instructional development
programs.
These findings were partially consistent with those related to importance. One
of the most important types of programs was instructional development, which was
also one of the most frequently offered. Based on these data, it can be inferred that
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research universities consider instructional development programs more important and
offer them more frequently than other FD programs.

Doctorate-granting Universities

The research hypothesis stated that doctorate-granting universities offer faculty
development programs related to the research and instructional areas more frequently
than other types of programs.

The null form of this hypothesis stated that in

doctorate-granting universities the mean values of frequency of offering of FD
programs are the same. In this section, lower mean values indicated higher frequency
of offering.
Nine respondents answered the items related to frequency of programs in
doctorate-granting universities. Table 22 shows the means of frequency for each type
of program.
Based on the mean values it can be seen that the types of programs offered
more frequently by doctorate-granting universities were organizational (2.27), followed
in decreasing order of frequency by personal, research, and instructional (2.50, 2.55,
and 2.56, respectively). All these programs were offered sometime between once
every year and less frequently than once every year. Curriculum and academic
advising/counseling development programs were the programs less frequently offered.
Based on these data, the research hypothesis stating that doctorate-granting
universities will offer programs in the research and instructional areas more frequently
than other types of programs was not supported. Although the research hypothesis
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was not supported, a MANOVA for repeated measures was calculated to determine
if the differences among frequency of offering mean values of FD programs were
significant. A j> value of .00 indicates that there were differences among frequency
of offering of FD programs in doctorate-granting universities. Therefore, the null
hypotheses stating no differences among frequency of offering mean values of FD
within doctorate-granting universities was not maintained.

Table 22
Frequency of Offering of FD Programs in Doctorate-■granting Universities
Type of Development Program

Mean

Std. Deviation

Organizational

2.27

1.1

Personal

2.50

1.2

Research

2.55

1.0

Instructional

2.56

0.7

Curriculum

3.16

1.0

Academic advising/counseling development

3.44

0.6

Note. Every session=l; Once every year=2; Less frequently than once every year=3;
Not offered=4. n = 9

Although, the research hypothesis was already not supported, pair comparisons
were done to explore differences among frequency of offering of FD programs in
doctorate-granting universities. Results show that there were significant differences
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between academic advising/counseling development programs and instructional
development programs, academic advising/counseling development programs and
research development programs, and academic advising/counseling development
programs and organizational development programs; and between curriculum
development programs and organizational development programs. These results,
analyzed in combination with the mean values of frequency of offering, indicate that
the most frequently offered FD programs in doctorate-granting universities were others
than those hypothesized. The most noticeable difference in frequency of offering was
between academic advising/counseling development programs and organizational
development programs, academic advising/counseling development programs and
research development programs, academic advising/counseling development programs
and personal development programs, and academic advising/counseling development
programs and instructional development programs. In addition, no differences were
found between organizational, personal, research, and instructional programs, This
indicates that in doctorate-granting universities these FD programs were offered with
the same frequency.
These findings were not consistent with those related to importance of FD
programs, in which research and instructional development programs were the most
important. Three reasons for the inconsistency can be inferred: (1) There could be
some research and instructional practices conducted frequently that were not listed in
the survey; (2) there could be a real difference between what is perceived as important
and the FD programs offered; and (3) although research and instruction programs were
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considered very important, faculty may be already highly competent in these areas,
and consequently few FD programs in research and instruction were offered.

Comprehensive Universities

The research Hypothesis 6 stated that comprehensive universities offer faculty
development programs related to the curriculum and instructional areas more
frequently than other types of programs. The null form of this hypothesis stated that
in comprehensive universities the mean values of frequency of offering FD programs
are the same. In this section lower mean values indicate higher frequency of offering.
Forty respondents answered the items related to frequency of programs in
comprehensive universities. Table 23 shows the means of frequency for each type of
program.
The mean values indicate that the types of programs offered more frequently
by comprehensive universities were personal and instructional, followed in decreasing
order of frequency by research and curriculum, offered sometime between once every
year and less frequently than once every year.

Organizational and academic

advising/counseling development programs were the programs less frequently offered
(means = 2.70 and 2.95, respectively). Based on these data, the research hypothesis
stating that comprehensive universities would conduct curriculum and instructional
development programs more frequently than other types of programs was not
supported.

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.

152
Table 23
Frequency of Offering of FD Programs in Comprehensive Universities
Type of Development Program

Mean

3D

Personal

2.25

0.8

Instructional

2.34

0.7

Research

2.58

0.8

Curriculum

2.61

1.0

Organizational

2.70

0.9

Academic advising/counseling

2.95

0.8

Note. Every session=l: Once every vear=2: Less frequently than once every vear=3:
Not offered=4. n_= 40

Although the research hypothesis was not supported, a MANOVA for repeated
measures was calculated to determine if the differences among frequency of offering
mean values of FD programs were significant. A p value of .00 indicates that there
were differences among frequency of offering FD programs in comprehensive
universities. Therefore, the null hypothesis stating no differences among frequency
of offering mean values of FD within comprehensive universities was not maintained.
Although, the research hypothesis was already not supported, pair comparisons
were done to explore differences among frequency of offering FD programs in
comprehensive universities. Results show that there were significant differences
between personal development programs and curriculum development programs,
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personal development programs and research development programs, personal
development programs and academic advising/counseling development programs, and
personal development programs and organizational development programs; between
instructional development programs and curriculum development programs,
instructional development programs and research development programs, instructional
development programs and academic advising/counseling development programs, and
instructional development programs and organizational development programs; and
between research development programs and academic advising/counseling
development programs. These results, analyzed in combination with the mean values
of frequency of offering, indicated that the most frequently offered FD programs in
comprehensive universities were other than those hypothesized. No differences were
found between frequency of offering mean values of personal and instructional
development programs. The most noticeable difference in frequency of offering was
among personal development programs and curriculum, research, academic
advising/counseling, and organizational development programs; and among
instructional

development

programs

and

curriculum,

research,

advising/counseling, and organizational development programs.

academic

In addition,

differences were found between the mean values of frequency of offering research and
academic advising/counseling development programs.

This indicated that in

comprehensive universities, personal and instructional development programs were
offered with the same frequency, and were offered more frequently than the rest of
the programs.
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These findings were not consistent with the importance related findings which
indicate that the most important programs were instructional, curriculum, and research
development. Again, three reasons for the inconsistency can be inferred; (1) There
could be some instructional and curriculum programs conducted frequently in these
universities that were not listed in the survey, (2) there could be differences between
FD programs perceived as important and the FD programs offered; and (3) although
instructional and curriculum programs were considered very important, faculty could
be already highly competent in those areas, and consequently few FD in instruction
and curriculum were offered.

Liberal Arts Colleges

The research hypothesis stated that liberal arts colleges offer faculty
development programs related to the academic advising/counseling and instructional
areas more frequently than other types of programs. The null form of this hypothesis
stated that in liberal arts colleges the mean values of frequency of offering FD
programs were the same.

In this section, lower mean values indicated higher

frequency of offering. Thirteen respondents answered the items related to frequency
of programs in liberal arts colleges. Table 24 shows the means of frequency for each
type of program.
Based on the mean values, it can be seen that the FD programs offered more
frequently by liberal arts colleges were instructional, curriculum, personal, and
organizational development (2.92, 2.96, 3.02, and 3.11, respectively). Following in
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decreasing order of frequency were academic advising/counseling (3.30) and research
(3.48) development programs. All these programs were offered less frequently than
once every year. Academic advising/counseling and research development were die
programs less frequently offered. Based on these data, the research hypothesis stating
that liberal arts colleges would offer programs in the academic advising/counseling
and instructional areas more frequently than other types of programs was not
supported.

Table 24
Frequency of Offering FD Programs in Liberal Arts Colleges
Type of Development Program

Mean

SD

Instructional

2.92

0.8

Curriculum

2.96

1.1

Personal

3.02

0.8

Organizational

3.11

1.1

Academic advising/counseling

3.30

0.8

Research

3.48

0.6

Note. Every session=l; Once every year=2; Less frequently than once every year=3;
not offered=4. n_= 40
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Although the research hypothesis was not supported, a MANOVA for repeated
measures was calculated to determine if the differences between frequency of offering
mean values of FD programs were significant. A p value of .00 indicates that there
were differences among frequency of offering of FD programs in liberal arts colleges.
Therefore, the null hypothesis, stating no differences among frequency of offering
mean values of FD within liberal arts colleges was not maintained.
Although the research hypothesis was already not supported, pair comparisons
were done to explore differences among frequency of offering FD programs in liberal
arts colleges. Results show that there were significant differences between research
development programs and personal development programs, research development
programs and instructional development programs, research development programs and
curriculum development programs. These results, analyzed in combination with the
mean values of frequency of offering, indicate that the most frequently offered FD
programs in liberal arts colleges were other than those hypothesized. No differences
were found between instructional, curriculum, personal, and organizational
development programs. The most noticeable difference in frequency of offering was
between personal development programs and research development programs;
instructional development programs and research development programs, and
curriculum development programs and research development programs. In addition,
no differences were found between research and academic advising/counseling
development programs, This indicates that in liberal arts colleges, research and
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academic advising/counseling development programs were offered less frequently than
the rest of the programs.
These findings were partially consistent with those related to importance, in
which two of the most important programs were instructional and curriculum
programs. However, they were inconsistent for academic advising/counseling, which
was an important type of program but not offered very frequently.
Inconsistency between importance and frequency results may be due to three
reasons: (1) There could be some instructional and curriculum programs conducted
frequently in these colleges that were not listed in the survey; (2) there could be
differences between what was perceived as important and the FD programs offered;
and (3) although instructional and academic advising/counseling programs were
considered very important, faculty may be already highly competent in those areas,
and therefore, few FD programs in instruction and academic advising were offered.

Summary Results of Hypotheses Comparing Importance and Frequency
of Offering of FD Programs Within Universities and Colleges

Research Universities

Research universities considered instructional and research development
programs more important than other FD programs. Mean values for instructional and
research development programs were not different. Thus, it can be inferred that
research universities considered instructional and research development equally
important. In addition, the data did not provide evidence to conclude that research
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universities conducted research development programs more frequently than other FD
programs.

Doctorate-granting Universities

The results supported the research hypothesis stating that doctorate-granting
universities would consider FD programs in the research and instructional areas more
important than FD programs in other areas, although findings about the frequency of
offering of FD programs in doctorate-granting universities were not consistent with
those related to importance of FD programs, in which research and instructional
programs were the most important.

Comprehensive Universities

Comprehensive

universities

considered

instructional

and

curriculum

development programs more important than other programs. In addition, instructional
programs were found to be more important than curriculum programs.
Findings about the frequency of offering of FD programs were partially
consistent with findings about importance. In comprehensive universities, instructional
and personal development programs were offered more frequently than other
programs. Instructional development programs were considered important but not
personal development programs.
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Liberal Arts Colleges

The results indicated that academic advising/counseling and instructional
programs were the most important FD programs. These findings supported the
research hypothesis stating that liberal arts colleges would consider FD programs in
the instructional and academic advising/counseling areas more important than in other
areas.
Findings about frequency of offering of FD programs were partially consistent
with importance related findings. FD programs offered more frequently by liberal arts
colleges were instructional, curriculum, personal, and organizational development,
followed in decreasing order of frequency by academic advising/counseling and
research development programs.

Results of the Comparisons of Importance of FD Programs
Among Universities and Colleges

Importance of development programs was investigated through Items 55 to 60.
As specified above, these items were answered with a 5-point Likert scale, going from
not important (1) to critically important (5).
Hypotheses about importance of FD programs were tested using the mean
values of importance of each type of FD program (personal, instructional, research,
curriculum, academic advising/counseling, and organizational).
To test the hypotheses about differences, one-way ANOVAs were calculated
using importance mean values of FD programs in universities and colleges. The
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homogeneity of variance (Cochrans-C) test was run to determine the similarities of the
population variances (Norusis, 1990b).

When statistically significant differences

between means were found, Tukey-B tests were run to determine between which
universities and colleges there were differences. Tukey-B was chosen because the
number of subjects in the samples were different (Hinkel et al., 1988); and because
Tukey-B can detect small differences not detected for other post hoc tests such as
Scheffe (Diekhoff, 1992).

Personal Development Programs

The research hypothesis stated that liberal arts colleges consider personal
development programs more important than do comprehensive, doctorate-granting, and
research universities.
The null form of this hypothesis stated that the mean values of importance of
personal development programs will be the same for all universities and colleges.
Table 25 shows that mean values of importance for personal development
programs in -universities and colleges were very similar.
The results show that personal development programs were considered
important in doctorate-granting, (2.82), comprehensive universities (2.80), liberal arts
colleges (2.78), and research universities (2.60). These results provide evidence to not
support the research hypothesis because liberal arts colleges did not consider personal
development programs more important than did research, doctorate-granting, and
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Table 25
Mean Values of Importance of Personal Development
Programs in Universities and Colleges
Type of university or college

n

Mean

32

Doctorate-granting university

17

2.82

1.0

Comprehensive university

60

2.80

1.1

Liberal arts college

14

2.78

1.2

Research university

30

2.60

1.1

Total

121

*2.75

*1.1

Note. Not important 1; Somewhat important=2; Important=3; Very important=4;
Critically important=5. *Average.

comprehensive universities.

In addition, no differences among universities and

colleges in relation to personal development programs can be inferred because the
mean values of importance of personal development programs were very close.
However, a one-way ANOVA test to compare mean values of personal development
programs in universities and colleges was conducted to know if there were statistically
significant differences that were not noticeable through simple observation mean
comparisons. A g value of .86 was obtained. This value confirms the inference based
on the simple observation of mean values. There were no differences among mean
values of importance of personal development programs in universities and colleges.
Thus, additional evidence was provided to not reject the null hypothesis and to not
support the research hypothesis stating that liberal arts colleges would consider
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personal development programs more important than would comprehensive, doctorategranting, and research universities.

Instructional Development Programs

The research hypothesis stated that liberal arts colleges consider instructional
development programs more important than do comprehensive, doctorate-granting, and
research universities. The null form of this hypothesis stated that the mean values of
importance of instructional development programs would be the same for universities
and colleges.
Mean values of importance for instructional development programs in
universities and colleges were similar. Table 26 shows the results.
The results show that there was no difference in relation to instructional
development programs between research universities (4.00) and liberal arts colleges
(4.00). In addition, mean values of importance for comprehensive and doctorategranting universities were very close (3.90 and 3.59, respectively).
The mean values of importance of instructional development programs in
research universities and liberal art colleges provide enough evidence to infer that
liberal arts colleges were not the only institutions that consider instructional
development programs very important. These results did not support the research
hypothesis stating that liberal arts colleges would consider instructional development
programs more important than comprehensive, doctorate-granting, and research
universities. Although the research hypothesis was not supported, a one-way ANOVA
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test was conducted to get more information about differences in importance of
instructional development programs in universities and colleges. A j> value of .59 was
obtained.

This value indicates no difference in mean values of importance of

instructional development programs among universities and colleges. These results
provided additional evidence to not reject the null hypothesis and to not support the
research hypothesis stating that liberal arts colleges would consider instructional
development programs more important than would comprehensive, doctorate-granting,
and research universities.

Table 26
Mean Values of Importance of Instructional Development
Programs in Universities and Colleges
Type of university or college

n

Mean

£D

Research university

30

4.00

1.0

Liberal arts college

14

4.00

1.0

Comprehensive university

60

3.90

1.0

Doctorate-granting university

17

3.59

1.2

Total

121

3.89*

1.0*

Note. Not important=l; Somewhat important=2; Important=3; Very important^;
Critically important=5. *Average.
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Curriculum Development Programs

The research hypothesis stated that comprehensive universities consider
curriculum development programs more important than do liberal arts colleges,
doctorate-granting, and research universities. The null form of this hypothesis stated
that the mean values of importance of curriculum development programs would be the
same for universities and colleges.
Mean values of importance for curriculum development programs in
universities and colleges were similar. Table 27 shows the results.
Mean values show that curriculum development programs were considered
more important in liberal arts colleges (3.71). Comprehensive universities were not
the institutions which considered curriculum development the most important type of
program. Thus, the research hypothesis stating that comprehensive universities would
consider curriculum development programs more important than would liberal arts
colleges, doctorate-granting, and research universities was not supported.
A one-way ANOVA test was conducted to get more information about the
differences in importance of curriculum development programs among universities and
colleges. A p value of .25 was obtained. This value indicates no differences in
importance of curriculum development programs among universities and colleges.
Thus, the null hypothesis was not rejected. In addition, the results provided evidence
to further not support the research hypothesis stating that comprehensive universities
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would consider curriculum development programs more important than liberal arts
colleges, doctorate-granting, and research universities.

Table 27
Mean Values of Importance of Curriculum Development
Programs in Universities and Colleges
Type of university or college

n

Mean

m

Liberal arts college

14

3.71

1.0

Comprehensive university

60

3.55

1.0

Research university

30

3.33

1.0

Doctorate-granting university

17

3.11

1.0

Total

121

3.45*

1.0*

not important: 1; somewhat important: 2; important: 3; very important: 4; critically
important: 5. *Average.

Research Development Programs

The research hypothesis stated that research universities consider research
development programs more important than doctorate-granting, comprehensive
universities, and liberal arts colleges. The null form of this hypothesis stated that the
mean values of importance of research development programs would be the same for
universities and colleges.

Mean values of importance of research development

programs in universities and colleges were different. Table 28 shows the results.
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Table 28
Mean Values of Importance of Research Development
Programs in Universities and Colleges
Type of university or college

n

Mean

3D

Doctorate-granting university

17

4.18

1.0

Research university

30

3.93

1.3

Comprehensive university

60

3.37

1.1

Liberal arts college

14

2.71

1.3

Total

121

3.55*

1.2*

Note. Not important=l; Somewhat important=2; Important=3; Very important=4;
Critically important=5. *Average.

The mean values of importance indicate that doctorate-granting universities
(4.18) and research universities (3.98) considered research development programs
more important than did other universities and colleges. These mean values provided
evidence to not support the research hypothesis stating that research universities would
consider research development programs more important than other universities.
However, the mean values of importance of research and doctorate-granting
universities were close. Thus, it could be that these types of universities considered
research development programs equally important. A one-way ANOVA test was
conducted to get more information about differences of mean values of importance of
research development programs among universities and colleges. A j> value of .00
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indicates the existence of differences between types o f universities and colleges in
relation to research development programs. Thus, the null hypothesis stating no
differences was not maintained. A test for homogeneity of variance (Cochrans C) was
run to discount the possibility that the results were due to dissimilar population
variance. The test indicated that the variances for the samples were homogeneous (p
= .447). A Tukey-B test was used to find what universities and colleges had different
mean values of importance. The test showed differences between liberal arts colleges
and research universities, liberal arts colleges and doctorate-granting universities, and
between doctorate-granting universities and comprehensive universities. No difference
was found between liberal arts colleges and comprehensive universities; and between
research universities and doctorate-granting universities. This indicates that research
and doctorate-granting universities considered research development programs equally
important. In addition, comprehensive universities and liberal arts colleges considered
research programs equally important. Thus, the results provided evidence to infer that
research universities and doctorate-granting universities considered research
development programs more important than did other universities.

Academic Advising/Counseling Development Programs

The research hypothesis stated that liberal arts colleges consider academic
advising/counseling development programs more important than do comprehensive,
doctorate-granting, and research universities. The null form of this hypothesis stated
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that the mean values of importance of academic advising/counseling development
programs would be the same for all universities and colleges.
Mean values of importance for academic advising/counseling development
programs in universities and colleges were different. Table 29 shows die results.

Table 29
Mean Values of Importance o f Academic Advising/Counseling
Development Programs in Universities and Colleges
n

Mean

Liberal arts college

14

4.00

1.0

Comprehensive university

60

3.03

1.2

Research university

30

2.63

1.2

Doctorate-granting university

17

2.47

1.2

Total

121

2.97*

1.2*

Type of university or college

Note. Not important^ 1; Somewhat important=2; Important=3; Very important=4;
Critically important=5. *Average.

Based on the results, differences between universities and colleges in relation
to academic advising/counseling development programs were inferred.

The

importance mean values for academic advising/counseling in liberal arts colleges
(4.00) was higher than the importance mean values in universities. These results
provided evidence to support the research hypothesis stating that liberal arts colleges
consider academic advising/counseling development programs more important than do
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comprehensive, doctorate-granting, and research universities. A one-way ANOVA test
was conducted to see if differences were statistically significant. A j> value of .00
indicates differences in academic advising/counseling development programs between
universities and colleges. A test for homogeneity of variance (Cochrans C) was run
to discount the possibility that the results were due to dissimilar population variance.
The test indicated that the variances for the population were homogeneous (p = .1).
Based on these results, the null hypothesis was rejected. A Tukey-B test was used to
find what universities and colleges were different in relation to the importance they
give to academic advising/counseling development programs. The post hoc test
indicated that there were differences between liberal arts colleges and research
universities, liberal arts colleges and doctorate-granting universities, and liberal arts
colleges and comprehensive universities.

No other differences were found.

Differences indicate that liberal arts colleges considered academic advising/counseling
development programs more important than did the universities. Thus, the research
hypothesis

stating

that

liberal

arts

colleges

would

consider

academic

advising/counseling development programs more important than other universities was
further supported.

Organizational Development Programs

The research hypothesis stated that the importance of organizational
development programs in research, doctorate-granting, comprehensive universities, and
liberal arts colleges is similar. In this case the null hypotheses, stating no differences
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among mean values of importance of organizational development programs in
universities and colleges, became the research hypothesis. Thus, not rejecting the null
hypothesis would be the same as supporting the research hypothesis.
Mean values of importance for organizational development programs in
universities and colleges varied from 2.41 to 3.14. Table 30 shows the results.

Table 30
Mean Values of Importance of Organizational Development
Programs in Universities and Colleges
Type of university or college

n

Mean

3D

Liberal arts college

14

3.14

1.4

Comprehensive university

60

2.82

1.3

Research university

30

2.70

1.4

Doctorate-granting university

17

2.41

1.0

Total

121

2.77*

1.3*

Note. Not important=l; Somewhat important=2; Important=3; Very important=4;
Critically important5. ^Average.

The mean values of organizational development programs indicate differences
between universities and colleges in relation to the importance of these programs. It
seems that liberal arts colleges considered organizational development programs more
important

than other universities.

A one-way ANOVA test was conducted to

determine if the differences were statistically significant. A p value of .43 indicates
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no difference between types o f universities and colleges in relation to importance of
organizational development programs. Thus, the null hypothesis stating no difference
in importance of organizational development programs in universities and colleges was
not rejected; and consequently the research hypothesis stating that all universities and
colleges would consider organizational development programs equally important was
supported.

Results of the Comparisons of Frequency of Offering
FD Programs Among Universities and Colleges

Frequency was measured through a three-point scale with the following values:
every session. 1; once every year. 2; less frequently than once every year. 3. In
addition, a not offered value, 4, was added depending on the answer given to the same
item in the section asking: who offers, provides, or sponsors the FD practice, my
office or other office. When none of these two options was selected, it was assumed
that the practice was not offered, and a value of 4 was assigned to the frequency part
of the item. For the analysis of the frequency of FD programs offerings, higher mean
values indicate less frequency of offering.
The hypotheses about frequency of offering FD programs were tested using the
mean values of frequency of offering each type of FD program. The mean value of
frequency of offering each FD program was obtained by averaging the frequency of
offering the items classified under each type of program (see Table 13).
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Personal Development Programs

The research hypothesis stated that liberal arts colleges offer personal
development programs more frequently than comprehensive, doctorate-granting, and
research universities. The null form of this hypothesis stated that the mean values of
frequency of offering personal development programs would be the same for
universities and colleges.

In this section, lower mean values indicated higher

frequency of offering. Table 31 shows the results.
Mean values of frequency of offering indicate that comprehensive universities
offered personal development programs more frequently than other universities and
colleges. In addition, it was found that liberal arts colleges were the ones that offered
personal development programs least frequently. These results did not support the
research hypothesis stating that liberal arts colleges would offer personal development
programs more frequently than comprehensive, doctorate-granting, and research
universities. A one-way ANOVA test was conducted to get more information about
differences of mean values of frequency of offering personal development programs
among universities and colleges. A p value of .06 indicates no differences between
types of universities and colleges in relation to personal development programs. Thus,
the null hypothesis stating no differences was maintained.
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Table 31
Mean Values of Frequency of Offering Personal Development
Programs in Universities and Colleges
Type of university or college

n

Mean

£D

Comprehensive university

54

221

.8

Research university

25

2.33

1.0

Doctorate-granting university

12

2.50

1.1

Liberal arts college

13

3.01

.8

Total

104

2.40*

.9*

Note. Every session=l: Once every vear=2: Less frequently than once every
year=3; Not offered=4. *Average

Instructional Development Programs

The research hypothesis stated that liberal arts colleges offer instructional
development programs more frequently than comprehensive, doctorate-granting,
and research universities. The null form of this hypothesis stated that the mean
values of frequency of offering instructional development programs would be the
same for universities and colleges. In this section, lower mean values indicated
higher frequency of offering. Frequency mean values of instructional development
program offerings in universities and colleges varied from 2.00 to 2.96. Table 32
shows the results.
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Based on the results, a difference between research universities and the
other types of universities and colleges in relation to frequency of offering
instructional development programs was inferred. Frequency of offering mean
values indicate that research universities (2.00) offered instructional development
programs more frequently than did other universities and colleges, and liberal arts
colleges (2.96) offered these programs least frequently (higher mean values indicate
lower frequency). These mean values provide evidence to not support the research
hypothesis stating that liberal arts colleges would offer instructional development
programs more frequently than comprehensive, doctorate-granting, and research
universities.

Table 32
Mean Values of Frequency of Offering Instructional Development Programs
in Universities and Colleges
Type of university or college

n

Mean

5D

Research university

30

2.00

.68

Comprehensive university

60

2.43

.70

Doctorate-granting university

17

2.47

.73

Liberal arts college

14

2.96

.69

Total

121

2.39

.74

Note. Every session=l; Once every year=2; Less frequently than once every
year=3; Not offered=4.
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Although the research hypothesis was not supported, a one-way ANOVA test
was conducted to get more information about differences of mean values of frequency
of offering instructional development programs among universities and colleges. A
g value of .00 indicates that there were differences among types of universities and
colleges in relation to instructional development programs. Thus, the null hypothesis
stating no differences was not maintained.
Although the research hypothesis was already not supported, a post-hoc
analysis was conducted to explore differences among universities and colleges in
relation to frequency of offering instructional development programs. A test for
homogeneity of variance (Cochrans C) was run to discount the possibility that the
results were due to dissimilar population variance.

The test indicated that the

variances for the samples were homogeneous (g = .9). A Tukey-B test was used to
find what universities and colleges were different in relation to the frequency of
offering instructional development programs. The test indicated that there were
differences between research universities and comprehensive universities, research
universities and liberal arts colleges, and between doctorate-granting universities and
liberal arts colleges. No other differences were found. Differences indicate that
liberal arts colleges offered instructional development programs less frequently than
research and doctorate-granting universities.

No difference in the frequency of

offering instructional development programs was found between comprehensive and
Doctoral-granting universities.
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Curriculum Development Programs

The research hypothesis stated that comprehensive universities offer curriculum
development programs more frequently than do liberal arts colleges, and doctorategranting and research universities. The null form of this hypothesis stated that the
mean values of frequency of offering of curriculum development programs would be
the same for universities and colleges. In this section lower mean values indicated
higher frequency of offering.
Frequency mean values of curriculum development program offerings in
universities and colleges were slightly different. Table 33 shows the results.

Table 33
Mean Values of Frequency of Offering of Curriculum Development
Programs in Universities and Colleges
Type of university or college

n

Mean

SD

Research university

30

2.38

1.1

Comprehensive university

60

2.56

1.0

Doctorate-granting university

17

2.88

1.0

Liberal arts college

14

3.03

1.0

Total

121

2.62*

1.0*

Note. Every session=l; Once every year=2; Less frequently than once every
year=3; Not offered=4. *Average
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The lowest mean value (2.38), which indicates higher frequency of offering,
belongs to the research university.

These results suggest that research universities

offered curriculum development programs more frequently than other universities and
colleges. These values provide evidence to not support the research hypothesis stating
that comprehensive universities would offer curriculum development programs more
frequently than would liberal arts colleges, doctorate-granting, and research
universities,

comprehensive universities offered curriculum programs second in

frequency (2.56). However, the mean value of frequency of offering curriculum
development programs in comprehensive universities (2.56) indicates that these
programs were offered almost with the same frequency as in research universities. A
one-way ANOVA test was conducted to get more information about differences of
mean values of frequency of offering curriculum development programs among
universities and colleges. A p value of .18 was obtained. This value indicates that
there were no differences among frequency of offering of curriculum programs in
universities and colleges. Thus, the null hypothesis was not rejected.

Research Development Programs

The research hypothesis stated that research universities offer research
development programs more frequently than doctorate-granting, comprehensive
universities, and liberal arts colleges. The null form of this hypothesis stated that the
mean values of frequency of offering research development programs would be the
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same for universities and colleges. In this section lower mean values indicated higher
frequency of offering.
Frequency mean values of research development program offerings in
universities and colleges varied from 2.57 to 3.42. Table 34 shows the results.

Table 34
Mean Values of Frequency of Offering Research Development
Programs in Universities and Colleges
Type of university or college

n

Mean

m

Doctorate-granting university

17

2.57

0.8

comprehensive university

60

2.65

0.8

Research university

30

2.79

1.0

Liberal arts college

14

3.42

0.7

Total

121

2.76*

0.8*

Note. Every session=i; Once every year=2; Less frequently than once every
year=3; Not offered=4. *Average.

Based on the results, differences among the frequency mean values of research
program offerings in colleges and universities was inferred. It seems that doctorategranting universities (2.57) offered research development programs more frequently
than did other universities and colleges, followed by comprehensive and research
universities (2.65 and 2.79; lower mean values indicate higher frequency). These
findings provide evidence to not support the research hypothesis stating that research
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universities would offer research development programs more frequently than
doctorate-granting, comprehensive universities, and liberal arts colleges. A one-way
ANOVA test was conducted to get more information about the differences in
frequency of offering research development programs in universities and colleges. A
p value of .01 indicates that there were differences among types of universities and
colleges in relation to frequency of offering of research development programs.
Therefore, the null hypothesis stating no differences in mean values of frequency of
offering among universities and colleges in relation to research development programs
was not maintained. The test for homogeneity of variance (Cochrans C) was run to
discount the possibility that the results were due to dissimilar variance of the samples.
The test indicated that the variances for the samples were homogeneous (p = .22). A
Tukey-B test was used to find where the differences between universities and colleges
were. The test showed that there were differences between liberal arts colleges and
research universities, liberal arts colleges and comprehensive universities, and liberal
arts colleges and doctorate-granting universities. No differences were found between
research and doctorate-granting, research and comprehensive, and doctorate-granting
and comprehensive universities. In addition, the results show evidence that research
development programs were less frequently offered in liberal arts colleges than in
universities.

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.

Academic Advising/Counseling Development Programs

The research hypothesis stated that liberal arts colleges offer academic
advising/counseling development programs more frequently than do comprehensive,
doctorate-granting, and research universities. The null form of this hypothesis stated
that the mean values of frequency of offering of academic advising/counseling
development programs would be the same for universities and colleges. In this
section lower mean values indicate higher frequency of offering.
Frequency mean values of academic advising/counseling development program
offerings in universities and colleges were similar. Table 35 shows the results.

Table 35
Mean Values of Frequency of Offering of Academic Advising/Counseling
Development Programs in Universities and Colleges
Type of university or college

n

Mean

3D

Comprehensive university

60

3.01

0.9

Research university

30

3.03

0.9

Liberal arts college

14

3.24

0.8

Doctorate-granting university

17

3.37

0.5

Total

121

3.09*

0.8*

Note. Every session=l; Once every year=2; Less frequently than once every
year=3; Not offered=4. *Average.
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Mean values of frequency of offering academic advising/counseling
development programs in colleges and universities indicate that comprehensive (3.01)
and research universities (3.03) offered academic advising/counseling development
programs more frequently than other universities and colleges (lower mean values
indicate higher frequency).

Mean values of frequency provide enough evidence to

not support the research hypothesis stating that liberal arts colleges would offer
academic advising/counseling development programs more frequently than
comprehensive, doctorate-granting, and research universities. A one-way ANOVA test
was conducted to get more information about differences of mean values of frequency
of offering of academic advising/counseling development programs among universities
and colleges. A p value of .36 was obtained. This value indicates no difference
between types of universities and colleges in relation to frequency of offering
academic advising/counseling development programs. Thus, the null hypothesis was
not rejected.

Organizational Development Programs

The research hypothesis stated that frequency of offering of organizational
development programs in research, doctorate-granting, comprehensive universities, and
liberal arts colleges is similar. In this case the null hypotheses, stating no differences
among mean values of frequency of offering of organizational development programs
in universities and colleges, became the research hypothesis. Thus, not rejecting the
null hypothesis would be the same as supporting the research hypothesis.
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Frequency mean values of organizational development program offerings in
universities and colleges were similar. Table 36 shows the results.

Table 36
Mean Values of Frequency of Offering Organizational Development
Programs in Universities and Colleges
Type of university or college

n

Mean

3D

Research university

30

2.65

1.0

Doctorate-granting university

17

2.74

1.1

Comprehensive university

60

2.76

1.0

Liberal arts college

14

3.19

1.0

Total

121

3.09*

1.0*

Note. Every session=l; Once every year=2; Less frequently than once every
year=3; Not offered=4. *Average.
Mean values indicate that research universities (2.65) offered organizational
development programs more frequently than did other universities and colleges (lower
mean values indicate higher frequency). A one-way ANOVA test was conducted to
determine if the differences were statistically significant. A p value of .38 indicates
no difference between types of universities and colleges in relation to frequency of
offering organizational development programs. Thus, the null hypothesis stating no
difference in mean values of frequency of offering organizational development
programs in universities and colleges was not rejected, and consequently, the research
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hypothesis stating that all universities and colleges offer organizational development
programs equally frequently was supported.

Types of Evaluation of FD Practices

The hypothesis stated that the type of evaluation conducted in research,
doctorate-granting, comprehensive universities, and liberal arts colleges is
predominantly evaluation of participant satisfaction, followed by participant learning
evaluation, then by evaluation of on-the-job-behaviors, and lastly by evaluation of
impact of the program on the institution.

The null hypothesis stated that the

percentage of frequency of different types of evaluations used to evaluate FD practices
in universities and colleges would be the same.
This hypothesis was tested using data derived from items 41 to 47. Each item
corresponded to a FD practice: financial support (item 41); workshops, seminars, and
lectures (item 42); faculty performance assessment (item 43); individual faculty
assistance and consultation (item 44); faculty exchange (item 45); publications about
faculty development (item 46); and retreat and social activities (item 47).
Items asked how FD practices were evaluated by the FD office or by any other
university or college office. Categories of responses of types of evaluation of FD
practices included by measuring participant: (a) satisfaction; (b) learning; (c) on-thejob behavior; (d) effects on the institution; (e) satisfaction and learning; (f) satisfaction
and on-the-job behavior; (g) satisfaction and effects on the institution; (h) satisfaction,
learning, and on-the-job behavior; (i) satisfaction, learning, and effects on the
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institution; (j) satisfaction, on-the-job behavior, and effects on the institution; kl)
satisfaction, learning, on-the-job behavior, and effects on the institution; (1) on- the-job
behavior and effects on the institution; (m) learning and on-the-job behavior, (n)
learning, on-the-job behavior, and effects on the institution; and (o) learning and
effects on the institution. If respondents did not select any of the options, the answer
was codified as I don't know, with a value of 0.
Cramer's V was used to determine the degree of association between types of
evaluation of FD practices in universities and colleges. This statistic was selected
because it is less affected by the number of rows and columns of the table than other
statistics used to measure association (Norusis, 1990). In all cases, the association
between types of universities and colleges and FD practices showed an approximate
significance of the Cramer's V higher than .05, except for evaluation of workshops,
seminars, and lectures. Table 37 shows the Cramer's V values.
The significance values for all variables (except for workshops, seminars, and
lectures) suggest that the type of evaluation used to evaluate different FD practices
was independent of the type of university or college conducting the evaluation. In
other words, the type of university or college was not associated with the type of
evaluation used to evaluate the FD practices. However, for workshops, seminars, and
lectures the results were different. In this case a p = .003 suggested that there could
be some association between the type of evaluation used to evaluate workshops,
seminars, and lectures and the type of university. Table 38 shows the frequencies for
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universities and colleges in relation to the types of evaluation used to evaluate
workshops, seminars, and lectures.
Table 38 shows that research universities and liberal arts colleges mostly
evaluated workshops, seminars, and lectures by measuring participant satisfaction;
comprehensive universities evaluated workshops, seminars, and lectures by measuring
participant satisfaction and learning. Other universities and colleges did not show
high frequencies in any of the cells to infer association between type of evaluation and
type of university and college.

Table 37
Significance Values for Types of Evaluation of Practices
in Universities and Colleges

Cramer's V

Approximate
significance

Financial support (41)

.48

.280

Workshops, seminars, lectures (42)

.43

.003

Faculty performance assessment (43)

.48

.390

Individual faculty assistance and consultation (44)

.36

.810

Faculty exchange (45)

.49

.660

Faculty development publication (46)

.41

.68

Retreat and social activities (47)

.35

.78

FD practice (item number)

< .05
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Table 38
Frequency of Types of Evaluation of Workshops, Seminars, and Lectures
by Types of Universities and Colleges
Type of evaluation/
Type of university
Participant satisfaction

Research

Doctorategranting

Compre
hensive

Liberal
arts

12

3

10

4

Participant satisfaction and learning

4

0

12

1

Participant satisfaction and on the
job behavior

0

3

0

0

Participant satisfaction and effects
on the institution

1

3

5

1

Participant satisfaction, learning,
and on the job behavior

3

0

4

0

Participant satisfaction, learning,
and effects on the institution

1

0

0

1

Participant satisfaction, on the job
behavior, and effects on the
institution

1

1

1

0

Participant satisfaction, learning, on
the job behavior, and effects on the
institution

4

0

4

0

26

10

36

7

Total

The hypothesis was tested using the average percentages of types of evaluation
used to evaluate each FD practice in universities and colleges. Table 39, showing
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types of evaluation in the left column and FD practices in the upper row, shows the
results.
Considering only the four fundamental types of evaluation (measuring
participant satisfaction, and participant learning, observing on-the-job behavior, and
measuring effects on the institution) it was found that measuring participant
satisfaction was the type of evaluation more frequently conducted by universities and
colleges (33.5%). Following were measuring effects on the institution, observing onthe-job behavior, and measuring participant learning (5.7%; 5.3%; and .7%,
respectively). Based on these data, the null hypothesis was rejected and the research
hypo diesis was partially supported. Measuring participant satisfaction was the type
of evaluation used more frequently by universities and colleges to evaluate FD
practices. However, next most frequent type was not measuring participant learning,
as was hypothesized, but measuring effects on the organization. The evaluation of
learning alone was the type of evaluation least frequently conducted in universities and
colleges.
Combinations o f types of evaluations including the measuring participant
satisfaction represented the highest percentage (49.3%) used to evaluate FD practices.
Evaluations not including measuring participant satisfaction represented only 17.2%
of the possible forms to evaluate FD practices. Measuring participant satisfaction was
the type of evaluation more frequently practiced, alone or combined.
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Table 39

j
i

i

Percentage of Type of Evaluation of FD Practices Conducted in Universities and Colleges
_____________________________ ____________________________________________________________________________

■
i
Type of Practice and
type of evaluation
Participant satisfaction

Financial
support

Workshops,
Faculty
Individual
seminars, and performance faculty
assessment assistance
lectures

Retreat
Faculty
FD
and social
exchange publication activities

Avg

22.7

36.7

19.6

31.5

33.3

48.8

40.9

33.5

Participant learning

2.3

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

2.4

0.0

0.7

Participant on-the-job
behavior

0.0

0.0

31.4

5.6

0.0

0.0

0.0

5.3

15.9

0.0

7.8

0.0

9.5

7.3

0.0

5.7

Participant satisfaction and
learning

9.1

21.5

2.0

11.1

4.8

14.6

18.2

11.6

Participant satisfaction and
on-the-job behavior

15.9

3.8

0.0

16.7

0.0

4.9

4.5

6.5

Participant satisfaction and
effects on the institution

13.6

12.7

3.9

0.0

38.1

4.9

15.9

12.7

0.0

8.9

3.9

7.4

0.0

4.9

2.3

3.9

Effects on the institution

Participant satisfaction,
learning, and on-the-job
behavior

oo
00
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Table 39—Continued

Type o f Practice and
type of evaluation

Financial
support

Workshops,
Faculty
Individual
seminars, and performance faculty
lectures
assessment assistance

Retreat
Faculty
FD
and social
exchange publication activities

Avg

Participant satisfaction,
learning, and effects on
the institution

6.8

2.5

0.0

5.6

4.8

0.0

4.5

3.5

Participant satisfaction, onthe-job behavior, and
effects on the institution

2.3

3.8

3.9

5.6

0.0

0.0

6.8

3.2

Participant satisfaction,
learning, on-the-job
behavior, and effects on
the institution

9.1

10.1

5.9

11.1

4.8

7.3

6.8

7.9

Participant on-the-job
behavior, and effects on
the institution

0.0

0.0

7.8

1.9

0.0

4.9

0.0

2.1

Participant learning and
on-the-job behaviors

0.0

0.0

2.0

3.7

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.8

Participant learning, onthe- job behavior, and
effects on the institution

0.0

0.0

3.9

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.6

Participant learning and
effects on the institution

2.3

0.0

0.0

0.0

4.8

0.0

0.0

1.0
oo
VO
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Times of Evaluation of FD Practices

The hypothesis stated that evaluation in research, doctorate-granting,
comprehensive universities, and liberal arts colleges is conducted predominantly
immediately after the implementation of the program.

FD practices are rarely

evaluated during their implementation or one month or more after their
implementation. The null hypothesis stated that the percentage of evaluations of FD
practices conducted at different times would be the same.
The hypothesis related to time of evaluation of faculty development practices
in universities and colleges was tested using data derived from Items 48 to 54 of the
survey. Items asked when the FD practices listed were evaluated by the FD office or
by other university or college offices. FD practices included financial support (Item
48); workshops, seminars, and lectures (Item 49); faculty performance assessment
(Item 50); individual faculty assistance and consultation (Item 51); faculty exchange
(Item 52); publications about faculty development (Item 53); and retreat and social
activities (Item 54). Respondents answered each item by selecting one or more
options of the times of evaluation. Response categories included evaluation of FD
practices: (a) During the implementation; (b) at the end of the implementation; (c) a
month or more after the implementation; (d) during, and at the end of the
implementation; (e) during, and a month or more after the implementation; (f) at the
end of the implementation, and a month or more after it; (g) during, at the end, and
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a month or more after the implementation. The category I don't know was assigned
when the respondent did not select any option.
Cramer's V was used to determine the degree of association between time of
evaluation of FD practices in universities and colleges. In all cases the approximate
significance of the Cramer’s V was higher than .05. Table 40 shows Cramer's V
values.

Table 40
Significance Values for Evaluation of Practices by Types of Universities

Cramer's V

Approximate
significance

Financial support (48)

.34

.50

Workshops, seminars, lectures (49)

.20

.92

Faculty performance assessment (50)

.29

.52

Individual faculty assistance and consultation (51)

.33

.51

Faculty exchange (52)

.28

.76

Faculty development publication (53)

.41

.68

Retreat and social activities (54)

.35

.78

FD practice (item number)

The significance values for all pair of associations of FD practices and times
of evaluation suggest that times of evaluation of different FD practices were
independent of the type of university or college conducting the evaluation. In other
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words, the type of university or college was not associated with the time when the FD
practices were evaluated.
The hypothesis was tested using the average percentages of universities and
colleges' times of evaluation of each FD practice. Table 41, showing times of
evaluation in the left column, and FD practices in the upper row, shows the results.
Table 41 shows the percentages o f time of evaluation in relation to FD
practices. Considering only the three fundamental types of evaluation (during the
implementation, at the end of the implementation, and a month or more after the
implementation) it is found that at the end of the implementation was the time of
evaluation more frequently considered to conduct evaluation of FD practices in
universities and colleges (33.7%).

Following were a month or more after the

implementation and during the implementation (24.4%; and 9.2%, respectively).
Based on these data the research hypothesis was accepted.

At the end of the

implementation was the time more frequently selected to evaluate FD practices in
universities and colleges.
Further analysis of the table shows that the percentage of universities and
colleges using a combination of times of evaluations including at the end of the
implementation was 31.5%, and during the implementation, was 22.8%.

This

percentage added to the percentage of the single category (during the implementation)
was lower (32%) than the percentage of the single category at the end of the
implementation (33.7%). Thus, the hypothesis that most of the evaluation is done at
the end of the implementation was further supported. Times of evaluations not including
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Table 41
Percentage of Time of Evaluation of FD Practices Conducted in Universities and Colleges

Time of Evaluation

Faculty
Individual
Workshops,
Retreat and
Faculty
Faculty
Financial seminars, performance faculty
social
support and lectures assessment assistance exchange publication activities

Avg

During the implementation

18.0

6.9

8.8

11.3

0.0

12.8

6.7

9.2

At the end of the
implementation

28.0

54.0

28.1

15.1

52.4

20.5

37.8

33.7

A month or more after the
implementation

30.0

3.4

36.8

13.2

42.9

35.9

8.9

24.4

During, and at the end of the
implementation

14.0

13.8

10.5

24.5

0.0

10.3

22.2 '

13.6

During, and a month or more
after the implementation

2.0

2.3

0.0

3.8

0.0

0.0

0.0

1.2

At the end of the
implementation, and a month
or more after the
implementation

4.0

10.3

8.8

17.0

4.8

15.4

8.9

9.9

During, at the end of the
implementation, and a month
or more after the
implementation

4.0

9.2

7.0

15.1

0.0

5.1

15.6

8.0

at the end of the implementation represented only 34.8%. It was noticeable that at the
end of the implementation was the time of evaluation more frequently used. In
addition, combinations including a month or more after the implementation represented
only 19.9% of the possible times of evaluation of FD practices.
Moving one step further from the hypothesis, it was noticeable that 68% of the
FD practices were evaluated after they were implemented; only 32% of the FD
practices were evaluated during the implementation, alone or combined with other
times of evaluation.
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CHAPTER V

DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSIONS

Presented in this chapter is a discussion of the research and its findings. The
conclusions are based on the analysis of the data collected to (a) investigate the
importance and frequency of offering of faculty development (FD) programs offered
in research universities, doctorate-granting universities, comprehensive universities,
and liberal arts colleges in the United States; and (b) determine how and when FD
practices are evaluated in such universities and colleges. The chapter has been
organized into the following sections: (a) interpretation o f the results, (b) limitations
of the study, (c) implications of the findings, (d) recommendations for future research,
and (e) final comments.

Interpretation of the Results

Twenty-one hypotheses were tested in this study.

They were related to

differences in FD programs within and among universities and colleges, and types and
times of evaluation used to evaluate FD practices.

195
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Comparisons of FD Programs in Each University and College

The first eight hypotheses were related to differences in importance and
frequency of offering of FD programs within each university and college. These
hypotheses were formulated to answer two questions: What are the most important FD
programs within each type of university and college of the United States? what are
the most frequently offered FD programs within each type of university and college
of the United States? The research hypotheses were
1. Research universities consider research development programs more
important than other FD programs;
2. Research universities conduct research development programs more
frequently than other FD programs;
3. Doctorate-granting universities consider research and instructional
development programs more important than other FD programs;
4. Doctorate-granting universities conduct research and instructional
development programs more frequently than other FD programs;
5. Comprehensive universities consider curriculum and instructional
development programs more important than other FD programs;
6. Comprehensive universities conduct curriculum and instructional
development programs more frequently than other FD programs;
7.

Liberal arts colleges consider academic advising/counseling and

instructional development programs more important than other FD programs; and
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8.

Liberal arts colleges conduct academic advising/counseling and instructional

development programs more frequently than other FD programs.

Conclusions About Research Universities

Research universities considered instructional and research development
programs more important than other types of programs. The frequency of offering of
FD programs in research universities was, from more to less frequent, instructional,
personal, research, curriculum, organizational, and academic advising/counseling.
The results did not support the hypothesis that research universities would
consider research development programs more important and will conduct them more
frequently than other programs. The results contradicted, at least for FD programs,
Boyer's (1991) and Nyquist's (1986) positions that the types of programs and activities
conducted by universities and colleges will be associated with the type of university
being considered. However, the findings did support the idea that FD is usually seen
as instructional development programs, related to teaching and instruction (Belker,
1983; Forman, 1989; Gaff, 1975; Jennings et al., 1983).

Conclusions About Doctorate-granting Universities

Doctorate-granting universities considered research and instructional
development programs more important than other FD programs. Types of programs
offered more frequently by doctorate-granting universities were, in decreasing order
of frequency, organizational, personal, research, instructional, curriculum, and
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academic advising/counseling. Organizational, personal, research, and instructional
programs were offered with equal frequency.
These results were compatible with Boyer's (1991) proposition that doctorategranting universities are in transition. They want to act like research universities,
setting great emphasis on research, but cannot set aside other characteristics that make
them look like comprehensive universities, such as high emphasis on instruction,
doctorate-granting universities consider research and instructional very important
issues (Boyer, 1991).
The divergence of the results in relation to frequency and importance
(organizational, personal, research, and instructional development programs were the
most frequently offered while instructional and research programs were considered the
most important) could stem from the lack of definition of FD goals of doctorategranting universities, which are in transition and want to achieve the research
university status but set great importance on instruction.

Conclusions About Comprehensive Universities

Comprehensive universities considered instructional development programs
more important than other programs. Curriculum and research development programs
followed in order of importance. Programs offered more frequently in comprehensive
universities were personal and instructional, followed by research, curriculum,
organizational, and academic advising/counseling.

These findings are partially
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consistent with the importance findings in which instructional programs were
considered the most important.
What was inferred for research universities could be applicable to
comprehensive universities, that is, instructional development programs are considered
the main type of FD, while other types of FD programs are considered o f secondary
importance. In addition, importance findings are congruent with Boyer's (1991) point
of view that comprehensive universities stress the teaching and instructional process
together with the curriculum.

Conclusions About Liberal Arts Colleges

Liberal arts colleges considered academic advising/counseling, instructional,
and curriculum more important than other FD programs. No differences in importance
between these types of programs were found. In relation to frequency of offering of
the programs, the programs offered, from most to least frequency were instructional,
curriculum, personal, organizational, academic advising/counseling, and research.
These findings were partially consistent with those related to importance in which two
of the most important programs were instructional and curriculum. However, they
were inconsistent in relation to academic advising/counseling development programs
which were found to be very important but not very frequently offered.
In liberal arts colleges, differences in the frequency of offering were found
between research development programs and personal development programs, research
development programs and instructional development programs, and research
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development programs and curriculum development programs. No other differences
were found between FD programs. These results indicate that the main difference in
frequency offering of FD programs was in relation to research development programs.
In other words, liberal arts colleges offered research development programs less
frequently than any other FD program.

These findings are consistent with the

importance results, which showed that research programs are the least important for
liberal-arts colleges.
Inconsistencies between importance and frequency results could be due to three
reasons: (1) There could be some development programs frequently offered in some
universities and colleges that were not listed in the survey; (2) there could be real
differences between what FD programs were perceived as important and what FD
programs were offered; and (3) faculty could be already highly competent in some
areas considered very important and, therefore, few FD programs in those areas are
offered. The first reason for inconsistencies can be considered the least probable
because extra space was provided to write other types of development programs not
listed in the survey. Thus, the second and third reasons for inconsistencies between
importance and frequency of offering results are more plausible.
The reason instructional development programs were considered so important
and were offered so frequently could be found in the perception of faculty and
university personnel that FD is mainly related to teaching and learning issues (Belker,
1983; Forman, 1989; Gaff, 1975; Jennings et al., 1983). This tendency, pointed out
by Centra (1979) and Forman (1989), was generated in the 70s when the major
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changes in higher educational institutions occurred (Belker, 1983; Forman, 1989;
Gaff, & Justice, 1978; Morstain & Gaff, 1977; Seldin, 1976).

Comparisons of FD Programs Among Universities and Colleges

Eleven hypotheses were tested in relation to comparison of FD programs
among universities and colleges. These hypotheses were formulated to answer two
questions: (1) What is the difference in importance of each FD program among fouryear universities and colleges of the United States? (2) What is the difference in
frequency of offering of each FD program among four-year universities and colleges
of the United States? The hypotheses were:
1.

Liberal arts colleges consider personal development programs more

important than do comprehensive, doctorate-granting, and research universities.
2.

Liberal arts colleges conduct personal development programs more

frequently than do comprehensive, doctorate-granting, and research universities.
3. Liberal arts colleges consider instructional development programs more
important than do comprehensive, doctorate-granting, and research universities.
4. Liberal arts colleges conduct instructional development programs more
frequently than do comprehensive, doctorate-granting, and research universities.
5. Comprehensive universities consider curriculum development programs
more important than do liberal arts colleges, doctorate-granting, and research
universities.
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6. Comprehensive universities conduct curriculum development programs
more frequently than do liberal arts colleges, doctorate-granting, and research
universities.
7.

Research universities consider research development programs more

important than do doctorate-granting, comprehensive universities, and liberal arts
colleges.
8.

Research universities conduct research development programs more

frequently than do doctorate-granting, comprehensive universities, and liberal arts
colleges.
9. Liberal arts colleges consider academic advising/counseling development
programs more important than do comprehensive, doctorate-granting, and research
universities.
10. Liberal arts colleges conduct academic advising/counseling development
programs more frequently than do comprehensive, doctorate-granting, and research
universities.
11.

Research universities, doctorate-granting universities, comprehensive

universities, and liberal arts colleges consider organizational development programs
equally important.
12.

Research universities, doctorate-granting universities, comprehensive

universities, and liberal arts colleges conduct organizational development programs
equally frequently.
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Conclusions about differences among universities and colleges in relation to
importance and frequency of program offering were divided according to the type of
program.

Conclusions About Personal Development Programs

Personal development programs were equally important and equally offered in
universities and colleges. In addition, personal programs were considered between
somewhat important and important and were offered once every year by universities
and colleges. These findings are somewhat consistent with Konrad's (1983) and
Forman's (1989) views, which stated that a more holistic approach to FD that includes
personal development should be practiced.

However, the findings were also in

agreement with Gaffs (1977) statement that personal programs are rarely included in
FD programs. In many cases, personal development programs are not conceived as
part of a FD program. Although the frequency of offering of personal development
programs may not be the most adequate to keep the right balance between the
different dimensions of FD, it indicates the continuation of a tendency that began in
the 80s, when personal development programs began to be an activity of FD practices
(Forman, 1989; Schuster, 1989). The concern about personal development programs
appears because of the finding that they were not considered even important and were
not offered frequently by most universities and colleges. Personal development
programs continue to be considered of low importance in universities and colleges,
contrary to Forman (1989), Konrad (1983), and Schuster's (1989) propositions that
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personal development programs are an important dimension of FD programs. A
systemic view of FD, where all elements and dimensions are considered, seems not
to be occurring.

Conclusions About Instructional Development Programs

The importance of instructional development programs was not different among
universities and colleges.

Universities and colleges considered instructional

development very important. These findings support the views of Belker (1983),
Forman (1989) Gaff (1975) and Jennings et al., (1983) who stated that FD has been
thought of mainly as instructional development programs.
Instructional development programs were offered with different frequency by
universities and colleges. Universities and colleges offer instructional development
programs from once every year to less frequently than once every year, which is a low
frequency if it is considered that universities and colleges are mainly centers of
teaching and learning.

Research universities offered instructional development

programs more frequently than the other types of universities and colleges. These
results provide new information in relation to the perception of the value of research
over teaching in research universities which showed teaching and instructional
activities as having no importance.
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Conclusions About Curriculum Development Programs

The importance and frequency of offering of curriculum development programs
were not different among universities and colleges.

Curriculum development

programs were considered important and they were offered between once every year
and less frequently than once every year by FD departments. Comments by Boyer
(1991) stating that faculty perceive curriculum issues as very important in
comprehensive universities seem not to be applicable to FD programs.

Conclusions About Research Development Programs

Doctorate-granting and research universities considered research development
programs more important than comprehensive universities and liberal arts colleges.
These findings support Boyer's (1991) position that research universities consider very
important activities associated with the research area (grant writing, research
publications, etc). Doctorate-granting universities also considered research programs
very important. A possible explanation for this situation may be found in Boyer's
(1991) opinion that doctorate-granting universities are in transition and want to attain
a research category, and hopefully, to achieve a higher status. Thus, doctorate-granting
universities will conduct activities and programs similar to those conducted by
research universities.

The lower importance assigned to research programs by

comprehensive universities and liberal arts colleges is also partially compatible with
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Boyer's (1991) views when he pointed out that these universities and colleges are
more concerned with issues related to areas different from research.
Doctorate-granting, comprehensive, and research universities offered research
development programs more frequently than liberal arts colleges, which is not
completely compatible with the importance results.

Differences in frequency of

offering of research programs were found between doctorate-granting universities and
liberal arts colleges, between research universities and liberal arts colleges, and
between comprehensive universities and liberal arts colleges. Based on the importance
related findings, it is clear that liberal arts colleges consider research programs less
important and offer them less frequently than universities. In this sense Boyer's
(1991) opinion that liberal arts colleges will concentrate their activities in areas
different than research is supported.

Conclusions About Academic Advising/Counseling Development Programs

Importance of academic advising/counseling development programs were
considered differently in universities and

colleges.

However, academic

advising/counseling are equally frequently offered by universities and colleges, liberal
arts colleges considered academic advising/counseling programs more important than
did the rest of the universities included in the study. Universities considered academic
advising/counseling between somewhat important and important. These findings
support the Boyer’s (1991) characterization of liberal arts colleges as institutions
highly concerned with academic advising and counseling, and with keeping good
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relationships among faculty and students. However, in relation to frequency of
offering of academic advising/counseling development programs, no differences were
found between universities and colleges. Universities and colleges offer academic
advising/counseling development programs more frequently than once every year.

Conclusions About Organizational Development Programs

Organizational development programs were equally important and were offered
equally frequently by universities and colleges. Universities and colleges considered
organizational development programs between somewhat important and important.
These findings support the comments of Gaff (1977) and Gaff and Morstain (1978),
who stated that although organizational development programs help faculty to feel less
isolated in their work places, they are not given enough importance as part of FD
programs.
No differences were found between universities and colleges in relation to
frequency of offering of organizational development programs. Universities and
colleges offered organizational development programs between once every year and
less frequently than once every year.
When organizational and personal development programs are compared in
relation to importance and frequency, it appears that Belker’s (1983) findings that most
organizations support organizational development programs over personal development
programs are not similar to the findings of this study, where organizational and
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personal development were considered equally important and were offered equally
frequently.

Types of Evaluation of FD Programs

One hypothesis was related to types of evaluation.

The hypothesis was

formulated to answer the following question: How are FD practices evaluated in fouryear universities and colleges of the United States? The hypothesis was that the type
of evaluation of FD practices conducted in research, doctorate-granting, and
comprehensive universities and liberal arts colleges in the United States is
predominantly evaluation of participant satisfaction, followed by participant learning
of the program, then by evaluation of on-the-job behaviors of the participants, and
finally by evaluation of impact on the organization. The last two types would be
almost absent in FD practice evaluations.
Types of evaluations used to evaluate different FD practices were found to be
independent of the type of university or college conducting the evaluation. Measuring
participant satisfaction was the type of evaluation more frequently conducted in
universities and colleges. This was followed by measuring effects on the institution,
on-the-job behavior, and learning, respectively. Measuring participant satisfaction was
the type of evaluation used more frequently by universities and colleges to evaluate
FD practices, however, the type next most frequently used was not measuring
participant learning, but rather measuring effects on the organization. The category

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.

evaluation of learning was the type of evaluation least frequently conducted in
universities and colleges.
Combinations of types of evaluations including measuring participant
satisfaction represented the highest percentage of type of evaluation conducted by
universities and colleges.

Combinations of evaluations not including measuring

participant satisfaction represented less than 5% of all types of evaluations.
Measuring participant satisfaction was the type of evaluation most frequently
practiced, alone or combined. Thus, the proposition of Gaff (1977) that the need of
executives to know objectively the benefit of FD programs and the need for
accountability will require that evaluation of FD programs go beyond faculty
satisfaction appears not to be supported by the universities and colleges considered in
this study.
Results of this study further support the findings of Konrad (1983), who found
that most institutions evaluate FD programs through participant satisfaction, and of
Tannebaum and Yukl's (1992) findings, who found that most organizations evaluate
training programs through participant satisfaction. The results of this study are also
compatible with the views of Kirkpatrick (1978) when he pointed out that participant
reaction to the training programs is the most used type of training evaluation. In
addition, findings about FD in universities and colleges appear to support the views
of Gaff (1978), who pointed out that evaluation of the satisfaction with the program,
although it is not enough to determine the effectiveness of FD programs, is the most
frequently used.
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Times of Evaluation of FD Programs

One hypothesis was related to times of evaluation.

The hypothesis was

formulated to answer the following question: When are FD practices evaluated in
four-year universities and colleges of the United States? The hypothesis was that
evaluation of FD practices in research, doctorate-granting, comprehensive universities,
and liberal arts colleges is conducted predominantly immediately at the end of the
implementation (summative evaluation). FD practices are rarely evaluated during the
implementation or some time after it for formative or long term impact evaluation
purposes.
The time of evaluation of FD practices is independent of the type of university
or college conducting the evaluation. All universities and colleges evaluated their FD
programs mainly at the end of the implementation. The next most common was a
month or more after the implementation. The least common time of evaluation was
during the implementation of the FD practice.
During the implementation was the least used time of evaluation, even when
it was considered in combination with a month or more after the implementation of
the program. During the implementation showed a percentage of use lower than the
percentage of the single category at the end of the implementation. Not considering
evaluation during the implementation of the practice deprives FD practices of the
possibility of improvement, which is one of the functions of evaluation (Evans et al.,
Coffey, 1982; Hass, 1988; Mohr, 1988; The Joint Committee on Standards for
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Educational Evaluation, 1981; Weiss, 1972). Almost all (99%) of the universities and
colleges of this study evaluated FD practices in times including at the end the
implementation alone or in combination with other times of evaluations. In addition,
combinations including a month or more after the implementation represented only
around one quarter of the respondents.
Evaluation at the end of the implementation and a month or more after the
implementation were around two thirds o f the times universities and colleges evaluated
their FD practices. This finding supports Granville et al., (1978), Kirkpatrick's (1978),
and Hass's (1988) findings that stated that impact evaluation should be done over a
long period of time to draw correct and complete conclusions about program
effectiveness.
The formative purpose of the evaluation was missing from FD evaluation
process. Very few evaluations were done while programs were being implemented.
Most evaluations were done after the implementation of the programs, when there
were few possibilities to modify the program.

Limitations of the Study

The limitations of this study can be classified into two areas (1) limitations
related to generalizability of the results, and (2) limitations related to the time to
complete the study.
The generalization of this study to the whole population of universities and
colleges in the United States should be done carefully. This study was based on a
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population that did not include all universities and colleges of the United States. The
population was constituted by those organizations registered in the Professional and
Organization Development (POD) Network in Higher Education (1992). The use of
this population was based on the belief that POD includes universities and colleges
which have well conformed FD offices.
The time available to complete the study set limitations in relation to the type
and depth of the information collected. In a survey study dealing with novel areas it
is desirable to obtain as much descriptive information about the situation as possible.
One way to do this is to collect information through a structured method, such as the
method used in this study, and to conduct interviews of selected or random
respondents to get a more in-depth and complete picture of the situation. In this study
time became a limitation because there were deadlines that had to be met. After those
deadlines, funding for the research and the researcher were not available. This study
provided a great amount of valuable information but some gaps related to types of
evaluation of specific practices are left and need to be filled with data that can be
obtained using other techniques of information collection. These gaps can be seen as
a starting point for future research.
The author of this study firmly believes that lack of information, questions, and
problems in a research design, when seen from a learning perspective, become the
beginning of new investigations. Thus, the knowledge and understanding of what is
missing are as important as obtaining new information. At the end, both situations
have informative value.
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Implications of the Findings

The implications of the findings fell into three frameworks: (1) theoretical
aspects of FD and FD evaluation, (2) administrator use of these results, and (3) faculty
developer use of these results.
In relation to the theoretical implications of the findings, it is possible to say
that universities and colleges have not clearly defined their FD areas.

No

differentiation of FD programs among universities and colleges implies that many of
the FD efforts are being made without a clear picture of the needs of faculty and
perhaps of the institution. In relation to this aspect two lines of thought can be
considered. First, universities and colleges should conduct more FD programs in those
areas that provide their identities. Thus, if universities are research oriented, FD
programs should predominantly fall in that area. If a liberal arts college is more
concerned with instruction and student learning, it should concentrate its FD efforts
in instructional areas. A second line of thought contends that universities should
attend equally to all areas of FD if a holistic FD wants to be achieved. The author
of this study has an intermediate position. FD in universities and colleges should
consider all areas of development, but should be based on faculty needs assessed
systematically and set within the institutional framework, especially within the context
of institutional strategic plans.
The findings of this study related to FD evaluation show that universities and
colleges need to mature in the area of evaluation of FD practices. It is necessary to

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.

evaluate skills, knowledge, abilities, attitudes, and consequences to faculty and the
institution resulting from FD practices. The evaluation should be done continuously,
during and after the participants’ exposure to the FD practices. Evaluating satisfaction
with the program will only inform the faculty developer how well the programs were
delivered. To know how effective the program was, it is necessary to use other types
of evaluations that consider what participants have learned, what and how much of the
learning they are using in their jobs, and how the institution is being benefited. Lack
of evaluation in areas different than participant satisfaction may be due to people's
fear of being assessed and/or criticized. However, evaluation will be easily accepted
if evaluatees are informed about the developmental purposes of the evaluation and the
confidentiality of the information. Acceptance of the evaluation is usually a matter
of trust between evaluator and evaluatee rather than an issue of methodology, scope,
or techniques.
The implications of this study for administrators have to do with the allocation
of resources and implementation of FD programs in universities and colleges. If
administrators have information about FD programs offered in universities and
colleges, they will be able to connect these programs to the strategic plans of the
institutions. In addition, it may be thought that when FD programs are evaluated
administrators will be able to know how adequately the resources are being used. If

administrators know the purposes of the evaluations, for example to improve a
program or to define cost-benefits, they would be able to make more sound decisions
based on the purposes of the FD programs.
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This study has implications for the faculty development professional.

It

provides information about tendencies and characteristics of the field. It also provides
valuable information to the practitioner to compare FD programs among institutions,
and to know how FD programs and practices are being evaluated. This knowledge,
undoubtedly, will have consequences on the ways faculty developers will design,
offer, and evaluate FD program s.
Faculty developers should begin to publicize the developmental uses of the
evaluation during and after FD programs. In addition, FD programs in universities
and colleges should be conceived as a permanent and continuous process that relates
to the institution and the faculty, and changes as the organization and the faculty
change. This continuing change requires evaluation processes that can be done in
different stages of the implementation of the programs and allow the maintenance
and/or improvement of such programs.

Recommendations for Future Research

The author of this research recommends the following future research in the
area of FD:
1.

Replication studies should be done to determine changes in FD programs

and evaluation in universities and colleges. The methods of collecting information
should be selected in a way that allows the collection of in depth information about
the issues investigated. For example, after receiving the surveys, random samples of
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respondents should be interviewed about specific areas of interest found in the
answers.
2. Future studies should be based on random sampling of the whole population
of universities and colleges of the United States. Random sampling would allow the
results to be generalized to all universities and colleges of the United States. The
author of this study also recommends the investigation of comparisons of selected
variables between universities and colleges that have FD services and those that do
not have these services. In addition, the relationship among demographic variables
of the institutions should be explored for a better understanding of FD in universities
and colleges.
3. Future studies should break down the types of practices in the specific
activities to determine more clearly and thoroughly relationships and differences, and
to define how each one is evaluated. This will help decision makers to take specific
actions related to only one activity. For example, instead of asking how financial
support is evaluated, it would be better to ask how each activity included in financial
support practice is evaluated. This information would help decision makers to allocate
resources, maintain, or eliminate the activity or part of the program that is inefficient.
4. Further development of the instrument including items not contained in the
present survey but listed by respondents in the other section is necessary. The
addition of new items would make the instrument longer and perhaps more difficult
to complete, but would provide more specific and complete information about FD
practices in universities and colleges. The author of this study believes that faculty
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developers, although very busy persons, will be likely to answer any survey related
to FD because they are interested in the conditions of the FD field.

Final Comments

Based on the results of this study and on the review of the literature related
to FD it can be inferred that universities and colleges in the United States are
conducting FD programs without matching the content-topics of such programs with
their institutional characteristics. Boyer (1991) and Schuster (1989) pointed out that
colleges' and universities' activities reflect their culture, beliefs, and philosophies.
However, this does not seem to be the case for FD programs. Thus, FD programs
may not be reflecting the institutional culture of the universities and colleges.
Perhaps, FD and departments and institutional offices are not getting enough input to
plan the needed FD programs. If this is true, it is necessary to define more adequately
institutional and faculty needs in order to tailor FD programs and practices to those
needs. The higher education community needs to understand that faculty development
programs benefit both the individual and the institution (Gaff & Justice, 1978).
FD evaluation appears to be defined too narrowly. The type of evaluation
most frequently conducted and the time when such evaluation is conducted suggest
that there is not a systemic and comprehensive evaluation process. Belker (1983)
pointed out that more than half of the institutions of higher education based their
evaluation on goals established by faculty developers rather than on goals of the
institution. On the other hand, it is necessary to finish the practice of evaluating FD
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programs with anecdotes and satisfaction scales and to begin to analyze FD programs
by comparing their costs and benefits for the people and the institution. Today, when
the costs of training are increasing and when stakeholders are asking for more
accountability, it is necessary to implement evaluations that provide information for
making sound decisions. The comment about FD made by Hoyt and Howard in 1978
can be use as a warning in 1994, "Whether faculty development becomes just another
fad which fades from the scene when its lustre wears off or a relatively permanent
feature of higher education, may well depend ultimately on whether or not its value
can be demonstrated" (p. 25).
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Carnegie Classification of Higher Education Institutions Considered in this Study

Research Universities
Research Universities I

Research Universities II

These institutions offer a full range of baccalaureate
programs, are committed to graduate education through the
doctorate degree, and give high priority to research, they
receive annually at least $33.5 million in federal support and
award at least 50 Ph.D. degrees each year.

These institution offer a foil range of baccalaureate
programs, are committed to graduate education through the
doctorate degree, and give high priority to research, they
receive annually at least $12.5 million in federal support
and award at least 50 Ph.D. degrees each year.

Doctorate-granting Universities
Doctorate-granting Universities I

Doctorate-granting Universities II

In addition to offer a foil range of baccalaureate programs,
the mission of these institutions includes a commitment to
graduate education through the doctorate degree. They
award at least 40 Ph.D. degrees annuallyin five or more
academic disciplines.

In addition to offer a foil range of baccalaureate programs,
the mission of these institutions includes a commitment to
graduate education through the doctorate degree. They
award annually 20 or more Ph.D. degrees in at least one
discipline or ten or more Ph.D. degrees in three or more
disciplines.

Comprehensive Universities and Colleges
Comprehensive Universities and Colleges I
These institutions offer baccalaureate programs and. with
few exceptions, graduate education through the master's
degree. More than half of their baccalaureate degrees are
awarded in two or more occupational or professional
disciplines such as engineering or business administration.
All of the institutions in this group enroll at least 2,500
students.

Comprehensive Universities and Colleges II
These institutions award more than half of their
baccalaureate degrees in two or more occupational or
professional disciplines such as engineering or business
administration, and many also offer graduate education
through the master's degree. All of the institutions in this
group enroll between 1,500 and 2,500 students.

Liberal Arts Colleges
Liberal Arts Colleges 1
These highly selective institutions are primarily
undergraduate colleges that award more than half of their
baccalaureate degrees in art and science fields.

Liberal Arts Colleges II
These institutions are primarily undergraduate colleges that
are less selective and award more than half of their
baccalaureate degrees fteral arts fields. This category also
includes a group of colleges that award less than half of
their degrees in liberal arts field but with fewer than 1,500
students, are too small to be considered comprehensive.

Based on: A Special Report: Scholarship Reconsidered, Priorities of the Professoriate. Ernest L. Boyer. The Carnegie foundation
for the Advancement of Teaching (1991).
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Faculty Perceptions of Teaching, Research, and Service in Higher Education Institutions
Table 1. Primary Interests

Do your interest lie primarily in research or in teaching?

Research

Teaching

Research Universities

66

34

Doctorate-Granting Universities

45

55

Comprehensive Universities

23

77

Liberal Arts Colleges

17

83

Table 2. Importance of Research Grants Received for Granting Tenure

How important are research grants received by the scholar for granting
tenure in your department?

Important

Unimportant

No
opinion

Research Universities

76

22

2

Doctorate-Granting Universities

75

23

2

Comprehensive Universities

62

33

5

Liberal Arts Colleges

38

54

8

Table 3. Importance of Publications for Granting Tenure

In my department it is difficult for a person to achieve tanure if he or she does not
publish

Agree

Neutral

Disagree

Research Universities

95

1

4

Doctorate-Granting Universities

89

2

9

Comprehensive Universities

66

6

28

Liberal Arts Colleges

40

9

41

Table 4. Importance of Number of Publications for Granting Tenure

How important is the number of publications for granting tenure in your
department?

Important

Unimportant

No
opinion

Research Universities

95

5

0

Doctorate-Granting Universities

91

8

1

Comprehensive Universities

72

25

3

Liberal Arts Colleges

40

54

6
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Table S. Number of Articles, Books, and Monographs Published

Articles
Approximately how many articles, books and/or
monographs have you ever published or edited
alone or in collaboration?

Books/Monographs

None

One
to
five

Six
to
ten

Eleven
or
' more

None

One
to
live

Six
to
ten

Eleven
or more

Research Universities

4

16

16

64

38

51

7

4

Doctorate-Granting Universities

9

27

21

43

47

46

5

2

Comprehensive Universities

19

41

17

23

57

38

3

2

Liberal Arts Colleges

32-

42

12

16

67

30

2

1

Table 6. Teaching Effectiveness for Granting Tenure

Teaching effectiveness should be the primary criterion for promotion of faculty

Agree

Neutral

Disagree

Research Universities

21

9

70

Doctorate-Granting Universities

41

11

48

Comprehensive Universities

68

8

24

Liberal Arts Colleges

76

6

18

Table 7. Importance of Syllabi for Courses Taught for Granting Tenure

How important are syllabi for courses taught for granting tenure in your
department?

Important

Unimportant

No
opinion

Research Universities

12

83

5

Doctorate-Granting Universities

15

78

7

Comprehensive Universities

34

58

8

Libers! Arts Colleges

52

42

6

Table 8. Pressure to Publish and Quality of Teaching

The pressure to publish reduces the quaBty of teaching in my university

Agree

Neutral

Disagree

Research Universities

53

10

37

Doctorate-Granting Universities

54

11

35

Comprehensive Universities

41

13

36

Liberal Arts Colleges

22

16

62
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Table 9. Importance of Inservice ter Granting Tenure

Service within the scholar’s discipline
How important is service for
granting tenure in your
department?

Service within the University community

Important

Unimportant

No
opinion

Important

Unimportant

No
opinion

Research Universities

50

46

4

26

71

3

Doctorate-Granting Universities

59

38

3

43

55

2

Comprehensive Universities

64

33

3

64

33

3

Liberal Arts Colleges

54

40

6

78

18

4

Important

Unimportant

No
opinion

Research Universities

9

83

8

Doctorate-Granting Universities

13

80

7

Comprehensive Universities

30

63

7

Liberal Arts Colleges

49

44

7

"

Table 10. Importance of Academic Advising ter granting Tenure

How important is academic advisement for granting tenure in your
department?

Table 11. Importance of Department and College or University

Department

College

Important

Unimportant

Important

Unimportant

Research Universities

87

13

80

20

Doctorate-Granting Universities

89

11

81

19

Comprehensive Universities

89

11

84

15

Liberal Aits Colleges

94

6

91

9

Please indicate the degree to which your college or
university is important to you

Table 12. Importance of Students Evaluations of Courses for granting Tenure

How important are student evaluations of courses taught for granting tenure
in your department?

Important

Unimportant

No
opinion

Research Universities

51

46

3

Doctorate-Granting Universities

61

37

2

Comprehensive Universities

80

17

3

Liberal Arts Colleges

90

7

3
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Table 13. Importance of Colleagues and/or Administrators Teaching Observations for granting Tenure

How important are student evaluations of courses taught for granting tenure in
your department?

Important

Unimportant

No
opinion

Research Universities

27

68

5

Doctorate-Granting Universities

31

63

6

Comprehensive Universities

57

37

6

Liberal Arts Colleges

69

25

6

Table 14. Importance of Recommendations from other Faculty for Granting Tenure

How important are recommendations from other faculty within the institution
for granting tenure in your department?

Important

Unimportant

No
opinion

Research Universities

55

41

4

Doctorate-Granting Universities

53

42

5

Comprehensive Universities

58

37

5

Liberal Arts Colleges

79

17

4
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FACULTY DEVELOPMENT PROGRAM EVALUATIONS
IN FOUR-YEAR UNIVERSITIES
The purpose of this survey is to determine the types and time o f evaluation of faculty development programs
SE C T IO N A. Faculty developm ent program s.
Please rate, by circling the appropriate number, how important the administration o f your institution considers
the following faculty development programs and how frequently your ofSce offers these programs.
FREQUENCY

IM PO RTA N CE

Im port
sot

P R O G R A M S R ELA TED
important

C ritics

Every

ny

O oce
every

L e a frequently then
■every y esr

im port
sot

01. faculty physical and/or
psychological welfare, e.g.
attitude formation. .
■ interpersonal relationship
skills, career counseling,
and health and wellness.
02. instructional development,
e.g. students need
assessment, course design,
instructional strategies,
student performance.

1

2

3

4

3

1

2

3

03. curriculum development
and new trends in
education.

I

2

3

4

3

1

2

3

04. research development, e.g.
grant writing, research
.U J
U
methods, research
management, and research
publication practices.
05. academic advising and
counseling.

.

1

1

2

3

2 - 3

4

5

4

-.5

'

I

2

1

2 .

3

3
"

06. organizational development,
e.g. teamwork,
organizational change,
organizational policies and
procedures.
I f you have additional comments about importance and frequency o f faculty development programs, please write
them in the following space:
COMMENTS:
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Please, indicate the type o f evaluation your deportment conducts for the following types o f faculty develppmei
■(check all that apply).
MY DEPARTMENT EVALUATES...

Participant
satisfaction

07. faculty physical and psychological welfare, e.g. attitude
formation, interpersonal relationship skills, career
counseling, and health and wellness.

__

08. instructional development, e.g. students need assessment,
course design, instructional strategies, student
performance.

__

09. curriculum development and new trends in education.

Participant
team ing

Participant
behaviors
o n th e jo b

Effects
on the
institution

__

__

__

__

__

__

__

_

__

__

_

__

__

None
of
these

_

.

10. research development, e.g. research methods, grant
writing, research management, and research publication
practices.

-

11. academic advising and counseling. ■

__

__

__

__

__

12. organizational development, including areas such as:
teamwork, organizational change, organizational
policies and procedures.

__

__

__

__

__

If you have additional comment* about the type and time when your department evaluates faculty development programs,
please w rite them in the following space:

COMMENTS:

Please, indicate the time, with respect to the program , when your department evaluates the following types of faculty
development programs (check all that apply).
MY DEPARTMENT CONDUCTS EVALUATION OF...

D uring
the
program

ImxncdiiSely
after the

A t le a n one
m onth after

p fO p V B

Ac program

13. faculty physical and psychological welfare, e.g. attitude formation,
interpersonal relationship skills, career counseling, and health and wellness.

,__________

14. instructional development, e.g. students need assessment, course design,_________ __
instructional strategies, student performance.
15. curriculum development and new trends in education.

:'; _

16. research development, e.g. grant writing, research methods, research____________ __
m anagement, and research publication practices.
: 17. academ ic advising and counseling, ! .

__

'

_

__

•.

__

__
__

_ _________ __

18.

organizational development, including areas such as: teamwork,______________ __
__
__
organizational change, organizational policies and procedures.
If you have additional comments about the time when your department evaluates faculty development programs, please
write them in the following space:

[ COMMENTS:
“ »
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SE C T IO N B. F aculty development activities.
Please, rate by circling the appropriate number, how frequently your office offers the following types o f faculty
development activities.
FINANCIAL .SUPPORT

N ot
applicable

Every acaaion
(aemexter o r
quarter)

O n ce
e v e ry
year

L ear than
every
y ear

19. Sponsored sabbatical leaves

o-

2

3

20. Sponsored attendance to professional conferences

0

2

3

21. Sponsored conferences/lectures by experts

0

.2

3

22. Tuition subsidies

0

2

3

23. C ourse enhancement support

0

2

3

Other.________________________________________

0.

2

3

0

2

3

0

2

3

26. Classroom teaching videotaping

0

2

3

27. Instructional ratings by students .

0

2

3

28. Advising ratings by students

0

2

3

29. Course evaluation by chair

0

2

3

30. Advising assessment by chair

0

2

.3

31. Teaching assessment by chair

0

2

3

2

3

33. Teaching assessment by faculty developer

0
o

2

3

34. Course evaluation by faculty developer

0

2

3

35. Self assessm ent

0

2

3

Other:________________________________________

0

• 2 .

3

;

,;;>3

FACULTY PERFORMANCE ASSESSMENT
24. C lassroom visits and/or observations*
25. Teaching assessment by peer

32. R esearch assessment by chair

•

.

WORKSHOPS, SEMINARS, AND PROGRAMS

o •

36. Instructional design
37. M ethods an d strategies o f instruction

'. o

°

38. Testing an d evaluation o f student performance

%2
4- 2

3.
.

€ 3

■vl

41. Educational trends

°
0
0

V 2

3

42. Subject m atter and knowledge in a field

0

VI

3

43. Research and scholarship skills

0

2

3

44. Interpersonal relationships and/or communication skills

0

2

3

45. Personal wellness

0

2

3

46. Career development

0

2

3

39. Curriculum development
40. Counseling an d advising

.
.

2
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48. Institutional and/or departmental climate

0
0

2

3

O t h e r ________________________________________

0

2

3

49. Consultation on personal wellness and/or career development issues

0

2

3

50. Consultation on instructional issues

0

2

3

51. Consultation on student testing and evaluation issues

0

2

3

52. Consultation on research and publication issues

0

2

3

O th er

0

2

3

53. Planned faculty visits to other institutions

0

2

3

54. Cross departmental work plans

0

2

3

55. Job variety plans

0

2

3

56. Planned attendance to colleagues classes

0

2

3

O th er

0

2

3

MISCELLANEOUS

0

2

3

57. Faculty development publications

0

2

3

58. Retreat and social activities

0

2

3

O th e r_______________________

0

2

3

47. Institutional and/or departmental policies and procedures

FACULTY ASSISTANCE AND CONSULTATION

________________________________________

FACULTY EXCHANGES

_______

I f you have additional comments about the frequency o f offering o f these faculty development activities, please write
them in the follow ing space:

COMMENTS:

SECTION C. Type o f evaluation of faculty development activities.
Please, indicate how y o u r department evaluates the following o f faculty development activities (check all that apply).
M Y DEPARTMENT EVALUATES-

P articipant
saasfactioD

Participant

Participant
b eb a v io n

Effects o n
th e

c e th e jo b

59. Financial support programs
60. Workshops, sem inars, and programs
■ ■

: 61. Faculty perform ance assessment programs

'!•
..:

'SIS

■■Viv

62. Faculty assistance and consultation programs
63. Faculty exchange programs
64. Faculty developm ent publications
65. R etreat and social activities
Other programs:________________
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I f you have additional comments about how your department evaluates faculty assistance and consultation, write
them in the following space:

COMMENTS:

Please, indicate the time, with respect to the program, when your department evaluates the following types of faculty
development programs (check all that apply).
During
the
program

M Y DEPARTMENT CONDUCTS EVALUATION...

Immediately
alter the
p re p a re

A t least one
m onth alter
th e pregram

66. Financial support programs.
67. Faculty performance assessment programs.
68. Workshops, seminars, and programs.
69. Faculty assistance and consultation programs.
70. Faculty exchanges programs.
71. Faculty development publications.
72. Retreat and social activities.
73. Others programs:____________________________
I f you have additional comments about the time when your department evaluates faculty development programs, please
w rite them in the following space:

COMMENTS:

SE C T IO N D. G en eral inform ation.
Please answer the following questions about your Faculty Development office, department, or u n it
91. Title of the person completing the survey:

office:

85._H ow long has been the office in operation?
________years
months

86._H ow long have you been working in the office?
_______ years
months

87. In addition to you, how many staff members does
the office have?

88. Professional:

91. How many faculty are there in the university?

92. How many part time
faculty?

94. How many faculty members does your office serve in a
typical year?

89. Administrative:

95. How many part
time?

90. Clerical:

93. How many full time
faculty?

96. How many full
time?
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97. What is approximately
the budget o f your
office?

0

98. How much is
hard money?

99. How much is soft
money?

101. How does your institution divide the academic year?

100. What percentage o f the
institution's budget your
office budget represents?

102. Semesters:

103. Quarters:

If you have additional comments, please write them down:

W ould you like to receive an executive summary of the results of
this study?

Yes:

No:

Survey number:
(for follow-up purposes)
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A SURVEY OF FACULTY DEVELOPMENT PROGRAM EVALUATION
IS FOUR-YEAR UNIVERSITIES AND COLLEGES
The purpose o f this survey is to determine the types and time o f evaluation o f faculty development programs.
SE C T IO N A: Faculty Development Programs.
Please rate by circling the appropriate number, your perception o f how important the adm inistration o f your institution
considers the following faculty development programs.

IMPORTANCE
PROGRAMS RELATED TO:

N ot
im p o rtan t

01. Faculty physical and/or psychological welfare, e.g.,
attitude formation, interpersonal relationship skills, career
counseling, career development, health and wellness,
retirement, etc..

1

02. Instructional development, e.g., assessment o f students'
needs, course design, instructional strategies, and student
performance.

1

03. Curriculum developm ent and new trends in education.

1

04. Research development, e.g., grant writing, research
methods, research project management, and research
publication practices.
05. Academic advising and counseling
06. Organizational development, e.g., teamwork,
organizational change, organizational policies and
procedures.

*

Im portant

Critically
im portant

3

4

s

3

4

3

2

3

4.

5

1

2

3

4

5

1

2

3

4

5

1

2

3

4

5

.

2

2

■■

I f y o u have additional comments about importance o f faculty development programs, please write them in the
follow ing space:

COMMENTS:

SE C T IO N B. F aculty D evelopm ent Activities.
T his section presents 6 different categories o f faculty development practices. Please rate by circling the
appropriate number, how frequently your office or institution offers each o f the following faculty development
activities.

FINANCIAL SUPPORT FOR:
07. Sabbatical leaves

'

N ot
applicable

E v e ry a a a io n
(e c m e fie ro r
quarter)

0

08. Attendance a t regional conferences

0

09. Attendance at national conferences

0

10. Tuition

0

11. Course enhancement-development
Other:

O nce
•v e ry

L caxtfaan
•v e ry

iw

ye*r

2 V
1

"3

2

3

.2

3

1

2

3

0

1

2

3

0

1

2

3
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FACULTY PERFORMANCE ASSESSMENT:
12. Classroom visits and/or observations

0

1

2

13. Teaching assessment by peer consultant

0

1

2

14. Videotaping o f classroom teaching

0

1

2

15. Instructional ratings by students

0

1

2

16. A dvising ratings by students

0

1

2

17. C ourse assessment by chairperson

0

1

2

18. A dvising assessment by chairperson

0

1

19. T eaching assessment by chairperson

0

1

20. R esearch assessment by chairperson

0

1

2

21. T eaching assessment by faculty developer

0

1

2

22. C ourse assessment by faculty developer

0

1

2

23. S e lf assessment

0

1

O th e r

0

2

2

2

1

2

2

WORKSHOPS. SEMINARS, AND LECTURES ON:
24. Instructional design

0

1

25. M ethods and strategies o f instruction

0

1

26. Testing and evaluation o f student performance

o

l

27. Curriculum development

0

1

28. Counseling and advising

0

1

29. Educational trends

0

1

30. Subject matter and knowledge in a field

0

1

31. R esearch and scholarship skills

0

1

32. Interpersonal relationships and/or communication skills

o

.

2
2

2
2

2
2
2

I

2

33. P ersonal wellness

0

1

2

34. C areer development

0

1

2

35. Institutional and/or departmental policies and procedures

0

1

.0

1

36. Institutional and/or departmental climate
O th e r

0

•

1

2
.2
2

INDIVIDUAL FACULTY ASSISTANCE AND
CONSULTATION ON:
37. Personal wellness and/or career development issues

0

1

.2

38. Instructional issues

0

1

2

39. Student testing and evaluation issues

0

1

2

40. R esearch and publication issues

0

1

2

41. Prom otion and tenure issues

01

O ther:

0

2
1

2
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Section D. T im ing o f Evaluation.
Please indicate the time when your department evaluates the following types o f faculty development practices (check all
that apply).
tkmni
_ the
program

THE TIM E(S) MY OFFICE CONDUCTS EVALUATION...

Immeduul
y after the
progiim

At least one
month after
the progrim

56. Financial support___________________________________________________ __

__

57. Faculty performance assessment______________________________________ __

__

__

58. Workshops, seminars, etc.

_ ___________________________________ __

__

__

59. Individual faculty assistance and consultation___________________________ __

__

__

60. Faculty exchanges._________________________________________________ __

__

61. Faculty development publications_____________________________________ __

__

__

62. R etreats and social activities._________________________________________ __

__

__

.

O th e r____________________
If you have additional comments about the time when your department evaluates faculty development practices, please
write them in the following space:

COMMENTS:

SE C T IO N D. G eneral Inform ation.
Please answ er the following questions about your Faculty Development office, department, or unit.
63.

Title o f the person completing the survey:

65. To whom do you report?^

68. In addition to you, how
many sta ff members
does the office have?

64. Office's name:

66. How long has the office been in
operation?
years
months
69. Faculty:

70. Administrative
Assistant:

67. How long have you been directing
the office?
years
months

71. Graduate
Students:

72. Undergraduate
Students:

73. Clerical:

1 74. How many full-time faculr r are in your institution?

75.1lo w many part-time faculty are in your institution?

1 76. How many full-time faculty does your office serve in a
|
typical y e a r ? _____
I
If possible, w rite the appropriate breakdown tty male and
I
female faculty served? Males
Females

77. How many part-time faculty does your office serve in
a typical y e a r? ____
If possible, write the appropriate breakdown by male
and female faculty served? Males?
Females?

1 78. W hat is the approximate
1
budget o f your office?

82.

79. How much is
hard money?

In the last y ear has your b u d g et
increased
decreased
staved unchanged

80. He>w much is soft
n toney?

81. What percentage o f the
institution's budget does
-your office budget represent?

83. How does your institution divide the
academic year? Semesters
Quarters_

If you have additional comments, please write them here
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FACULTY EXCHANGES:
42. Planned faculty visits to other institutions

0

1

2

3

43. Cross departmental work plans

0

1

2

3

44. fob enrichment

0.

i

2

3

45. Planned attendance at colleagues' classes

0

l

2

3

46. Semester or year-along exchanges between institutions

0

1

O th e r

o

i

2

3

47. Faculty development publications

.0

1

2

3

48. R etreat and social activities

0

1

2

3

MISCELLANEOUS:

O th er____________________

;_;___________

o

2

i

3
2

3

If you have additional comments about the types and frequency o f offering o f these faculty development
activities, please write them in the following space:

COMMENTS:

SE C T IO N C. Evaluation o f F aculty Development Practices.
Please indicate how your office evaluates the following types o f faculty development practices (check all that
apply).
MY OFFICE EVALUATES

P articipant
team ing

Participant
behaviors
o n th e jo b

Effect*
o n th e
instinrtion

None
of
these

.___

__

__

__

__

50. W orkshops, seminars, and programs________________ __

__

__

__

__

.51. Faculty performance assessment programs_____________

__

__

__

__

52. Faculty assistance and consultation programs________ __

__

_

__

__

49. Financial support programs

P articipant
ta litf a a io n

53. Faculty exchange programs

■

54. Faculty development publications__________________ __

__

__

55.. R etreat and social activities_______________________ __

__

__

Other______________________________________________ __
programs:

__

__

__

__
__

__

__

If you have additional comments about how your office evaluates faculty development practices, please write them in the
following space:

COMMENTS:
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SURVEY OF FACULTY DEVELOPMENT PROGRAM EVALUATION
The purpose of this survey is to determine the types o f faculty development program evaluations conducted in universitie;
and colleges in the United States.
This section presents 6 different ways of offering or providing faculty development Please indicate in the appropriate space if
yo u r office or other officefs) o f the institution offer or provide the following faculty development activities, rate by circling the
appropriate number, bow frequently the activity is offered or provided (check all that apply).
THE FOLLOWING TYPES OF FINANCIAL
SUPPORT FOR FACULTY DEVELOPMENT
ARE:

Provided by
m y offic*

Provided by
other office*

Every u n io n
(semester o r
quarter)

Oooe
every
year

Leas frequently
t a t coca
every year

I do
not
know

«_

01. Sabbatical leaves

__

1

2 ■ ■:

02. Attendance at regional conferences

—

—

1

2

3

03. Attendance at national conferences

_'

_

1

2

3

04. Tuition for faculty course work

_

—

1

2

3

OS. Course enhancement-development

—

—

1

2

3

—

—

—

1

2

3

—

U u d by my
office

U u d b y other
offices

Every session
(s em c scro r
quarter)

Once
every
year

Leas frequently
than ooce
every year

I do
not
know

06. Classroom visits and/or observations

—

—

1

2

3

—

07. Teaching assessment by peer consultant

—

—

1

2

3

08. Videotaping of classroom teaching

—

—

1

2

3

—

09. Instructional ratings by students

—

2

3

—

10. Advising ratings by students

_

11. Course assessment by chairperson

_

12. Advising assessment by chairperson
13. Teaching assessment by chairperson

O ther
THE FOLLOWING FACULTY PERFORMANCE
ASSESSMENT FOR FACULTY DEVELOPMENT
PURPOSES ARE:

—

1

2

—

1

2

_

1

2

_

1

2

'' —

1

■ .2

—

1

2

_

14. Research assessment by chairperson

_

15. Teaching assessment by faculty developer
16. Course assessment by faculty developer

■—

17. Self assessment

18. Instructional design
19. Methods and strategies o f instruction
20. Testing and evaluation o f student performance
21. Curriculum development
22. Counseling and advising
23. Educational trends

•V

■ ' ••.—
—

Other.
THE FOLLOWING WORKSHOPS. SEMINARS.
AND LECTURES ARE:

—

■

--

O ffen d o r
sponsored by
m y office
.

Offered o r
spoosored by
other offices

—

—

—

—

.—
3

—
—

3

—
3

1

2

Every Meaoo
(iw n e its ro r
quarter)

Oooe
every
year

—
3

2

—
—

Lees frequently
than ooce
every year

....2 ,

I do
not
know
.

3

2

—

—

" .V i.
2

1

—

'

1

-■

'—
—

1*

—

—

—

—

—

1

2

3

—

I

2

3

1

2

3
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THE FOLLOWING WORKSHOPS, SEMINARS.
AND LECTURES ARE:

Offered or
sponsored by
ray office

Offered or
sponsored by
other offices

Every te u to n
(semester or
quarter)

Once
every
year

Less
than once
every year

24. Subject matter and knowledge in a field

—

*

1

2

3

25. Research and scholarship skills

—

_

1

2

3

1

2

3

_

1

2

3

—

1

. 2

1

2

3

I

2

3

1

' 2

3

26. Interpersonal relationships and/or
communication skills
27. Personal wellness
28. Career development

-----

29. Institutional and/or departmental policies and
procedures

_

30. Institutional and/or departmental climate

---

—

O ther

----

—

*

Offered o r
spoosored by
m y office

Offered or
sponsored by
other offices

31. Personal wellness and/or career development
issues
.

—

— '

32. Instructional issues

—

33. Student testing and evaluation issues

THE FOLLOWING INDIVIDUAL FACULTY
ASSISTANCE AND CONSULTATION ARE:

■

I do
not
know

3

_

Every session
(semester or
quarter)

Once
•very
year

Less frequently
than once
every year

t

2

3

_

1

2

3

—

—

1

2

3

34. Research and publication issues

—

—

1

2

3

—

35. Promotion and tenure issues

—

—

1

2

3

__

Other:

—

—

1

2

3

—

Every session
(semester or
qusrter)

Once
every
year

Less frequently
than ooce
every year

I do
not
know

—

1

2

3

—

—

—

1

2

3

—

—

1

2

3

—

—

I

2

3

2 ■;

3

THE FOLLOWING TYPES OF FACULTY
EXCHANGES ARE:
36. Planned faculty visits to other institutions
37. Cross departmental work plans

Sponsored by
m y office

Sponsored by
other offices

38. Job enrichment
39. Planned attendance at colleagues' classes

_

40. Semester or year-along exchanges between
O th er

.

...

_

.

:1

.

I do
not
know
—

__

—

'•

2

3

Every session
(semester or
quitter)

One*
every
y**

Leas frequently
than once
•very year

I do
not
know

—

1

2

3

—

42. Retreat and social activities

—

1

2

3

O ther

___

I

2

THE FOLLOWING ACTIVITIES ARE:

41. Publication about faculty development

—

Spoosored by
m y office

—

—

Sponsored by
other offices

1

:■

—

}

If you have additional comments about the types and frequency of offering o f these faculty development activities, please write
them in the following space:
COMMENTS:
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SECTION B. Evaluation o f Faculty Development Practices.
Please indicate bow your office or other office(s) in the institution evaluate the following types of faculty development practices
(check all that apply).
THE FOLLOWING PRACTICES ARE EVALUATED:

By

By

Measuring

Mctwring

my

other
offices

F artidpant
**ti*f*aioc

F u tic ip tti
learning

office

43. Financial support

Observing
Pmicipint
behaviors
co the job

Measuring
Effects oq

the
institution

_ _

44. Workshops, seminars, and lectures

_

__

45. Faculty performance assessment

__

__

__

__

I do

not
know

_

__

__

__

__

___

__

__

46. Individual faculty assistance and consultation

_

_________

47. Faculty exchange

__

__

__

__

__

__

__

48. Publication about faculty development

__

__

__

__

__

__

__

49. Retreat and social activities

__

__

__

__

__

__

__

Other programs:________________________________

__

__

__

__

__

__

__

_

If you have additional comments about how your office or other offices in the institution evaluate faculty development practices,
please write them in the following space:
COMMENTS:

Section C . Timing o f Evaluation.
Please indicate the time when yo u r office or other office(s) in the institution evaluate the following types of faculty
development practices (check all that apply).
T H E FOLLOW ING PR A C T IC E S A R E
EVALUATED*

By

By

ny
office

other
offices

50. Financial support

_

51. Faculty performance assessment

__

During the
im p le m e n ta tio n

A ltbttadoftb*
implementation

.
__

_
__

__

52. Workshops, seminars, and lectures

'

53. Individual faculty assistance and consultation

__

__

54. Faculty exchange

■________

55. Publications about faculty development

__

__

56. Retreats and social activities.

__

_

O ther_________________________ _____

__

__
•

A month or more
after the
implementation

sot
know

__

__

__

__

__

__

__

__

-__
__
_

I do

: _________
__

__

’ __

__

__

If you have additional comments about the time when your office or other offices evaluate faculty development practices, please
write them in the following space:
COMMENTS:
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SECTION D. Faculty Development Areas.
Please rate by circling the appropriate number, your perception of how important your ofliee and the administration oF y ou r
institution considers the following faculty development areas.
M Y IN STITU T IO N C O N SID E R S TH E FO LLO W IN G F A C U L T Y
D E V EL O PM E N T A R E A S:

Not
impo<unt

Some
important

Very

Critically

important

important

57. Faculty physical and/or psychological welfare, e.g.. attitude
formation, interpersonal relationship skills, career counseling,
career development, health and wellness, retirement, etc..
58. Instructional development, e.g., assessment of students' needs,
course design, instructional strategies, and student performance.
59. Curriculum development and new trends in education.
60. Research development, e.g., grant writing, research methods,
research project management, and research publication practices.
61. Academic advising and counseling.
62. Organizational development, e.g., teamwork, organizational
change, organizational policies and procedures.
Other:______________________________________________
SECTION E. General Information.
Please answer the following questions about your Faculty Development office. Estimate as necessary.
63.

Title of the person completing the survey:

6S. To whom do you report?
68. In addition to you, how
many staff members does
the office have?

64. Office's name:

66. How long has the office been in
operation?
years
months
69. Faculty:

70. Administrative
Assistant:

67. How long have you been directing
the office?
y ea rs
months

71. Graduate
Students:

72. Undergraduate
Students:

73. Clerical:

74. How many full-time faculty are in your institution?

7S. How many part-time faculty are in your institution?

76. How many full-time faculty does your office serve in a
typical y ear?_____
If possible, write the appropriate breakdown by male and
female faculty served? Males
Females______

77. How many part-time faculty does your office serve in
a typical year?____
If possible, write the appropriate breakdown by male
and female faculty served? Males
Females____

78. What percentage of your office
budget goes directly to faculty
development?
81. What is the approximate
budget of your office?

82. How much is
hard money?

9 85. In the last year has your budget
__ decreased

79. What percentage of your office
budget goes to staff payroll?

increased

staved unchanged

83. How much is soft
money?

80. What percentage o f your office
budget goes to operational
expenses?
84. What percentage o f the
institution's budget does
your office budget represent?

86. How does your institution divide the
academic year? Semesters
Quarters___

If you have additional comments, please write them here
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INSTRUMENT REVIEW FORM
Please review the Survey of Faculty Development Program Evaluation in Four-year Universities
and Colleges. Consider the importance and the readability of each item. Draw a check mark in the cell
you consider appropriate for each item. Write any suggestion you consider appropriate about the items
and the directions. You can write directly on the instrument
Section A. Faculty Development Programs.
Item
Number

Readability
Easy to read

Difficult to
read

Rewrite it

item
Number

1

4

2

S

3

6

Readability
Easy to
read

Difficult to
read

Rewrite
K

Section B. Faculty Development Activities.
Item
Number

Readability
Easy to read

Difficult to
read

Rewrite it

Item
Number

7

28

8

29

9

30

10

31

11

32

12

33

13

34

14

35

15

36

16

37

17

38

18

39

19

40

.20

41

21

42

22

43

23

44

24

45

25

46

26

47

27

48

Readability
Easy to read

Difficult to
read

Rewrite
n
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If you have any suggestion about these sections, please write it down:

If is there any item that should be eliminated, please write the number of the item and explain why:

Section C. Evaluation of Faculty Development Practices.
Item
Number

Readability
Easy to read

Difficult to
read

Rawrtta it

Item
Number

49

53

50

54

51

55

Readability
Easy to read

Difficult to
read

Rewrite
it

52

Section D. Timing of Evaluation.
Item
Number

Readability
Easy to read

Difficult to
read

Rawrita it

Item
Numbe
r

56

60

57

61

56

62

Readability
Easy to read

Difficult to
read

Rewrite
it

59

If you have any suggestion about these sections, please write it down:

If is there any item that should be eEminated, please write the number of the item and explain why:
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Section D. General Information (Please evaluate the following items in relation to their readability
only).
Item
Number

Raadability
Easy to read

Difficult to
read

Rawrita it

Item
Number

63

74

64

75

65

76

66

77

67

78

68

79

69

80

70

81

71

82

72

83

Raadability
Easy to
read

Difficult to
read

Rawrtta
it

73

If you have any suggestion about this section, please write it down:

If is there any item that should be eliminated, please write the number of the item and explain why:

If you have any other suggestion about the instrument, please write it down:

Thanks for your help
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Antonio N. Rubino
Western Michigan University
Office of Faculty Developm ent Services
3302 Sangren Hall
Kalamazoo Ml 49008
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Date

Person name and Title
Address
Dear Person last name:
Your response to the enclosed survey will make an important contribution to our
knowledge regarding the faculty development programs and the faculty development
program evaluation. This research addresses the types and differences among faculty
development programs and describes program evaluation practices in four year
universities and colleges in the United States.
Completing the survey should take no more than 15 minutes of your time, and your
cooperation will help ensure the success of this work. Your responses will be used for
research purposes only and will be treated in a manner ensuring complete anonymity
and confidentiality. If you want to make additional comments, please write them on the
survey or use a blank sheet of paper. Questionnaires are numbered for follow-up
purposes only.
Please answer all questions as completely as possible and return the survey in the
enclosed postage-paid envelope, or send it by fax to (616) 375-7441. If you wish to
receive a summary of the results of this search, simply indicate this on the separate
postcard. To preserve the anonymity of your responses, be sure to mail the postcard
separate from the survey.
Your cooperation and assistance in providing this information will be greatly
appreciated. Of course, a timely response will be helpful as well. If you have any
questions regarding the survey, you may use your EduNet connection to reach me at
electronic mail address 91 Rubino @gw.wmich.edu or telephone at (616) 387-3790, or
375-7441.
Sincerely,

Antonio Nicolas Rubino
Doctoral Candidate
(Based on: Bowman, M. A. (1991). Administrative and faculty developm ent: A
stu dy of academ ic chairpersons. Western Michigan University. Kalamazoo, Ml)
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SURVEY OF FACULTY DEVELOPMENT PROGRAM EVALUATION
H ie purpose o f this survey is to determine the types o f faculty development program evaluations conducted in univcisities and colleger in the United States.

S E C T I O N ' A T T a c u l t y b e v c l 'o p m c n ^ r n c t i c c s T ™

This section presents 6 different ways o f offering, providing, or sponsoring faculty development. Please indicate in the appropriate
space if y o u r office or other officefs) o f the institution offer, provide, or sponsor the following faculty development activities, and
rate by circling the appropriate number, how frequently the activity is offered, provided, or sponsored (check all that apply).
THE FOLLOWING TYPES OF FINANCIAL
SUPPORT FOR FACULTY DEVELOPMENT
ARE:

Provided b y
my office

01. Sabbatical leaves

Provided by
eth er offices

Every session
(semester or
qusrter)

Once
every year

Less frequently
than once every
year

—

i

2

3

02. Attendance at regional conferences

--

—

i

2

3

03. Attendance at national conferences

--

_

i

2

3

04. Tuition for faculty course work

--

__

i

2

3

OS. Course enhancement-development

--

—'

2

3

Other:
THE FOLLOWING FACULTY PERFOR
MANCE ASSESSMENT FOR FACULTY
DEVELOPMENT PURPOSES ARE:
OS. Classroom visits and/or observations
07. Teaching assessment by peer consultant

--

—

i

2

3

Used by m y
office

Used by other
offices

Every session
(semester or
qu in cr)

O nce
every year

Leu frequently

—

_

1

2

3

—

1

2

3

2

3

—

than once every
year

08. Videotaping of classroom teaching

—

—

1

09. Instructional ratings by students

—

—

1

2

3

10. Advising ratings by students

—

—

I

2 .

3

11. Course assessment by chairperson

_

—

t

2

3

12. Advising assessment by chairperson

...

—

1

2

3

—

1

2

3

—
—

1

2

3

1

2

3

—

I

2

3

2

3

13. Teaching assessment by chairperson
14. Research assessment by chairperson

_

IS. Teaching assessment by faculty developer

.

16. Course assessment by faculty developer

_
_

17. Instructional self assessment
O ther
THE FOLLOWING WORKSHOPS, SEMINARS,
AND LECTURES ARE:
18. Instructional design

J

__
Offered or
spousorcd b y
m y office

I
Offered or
sponsored b y
other offices

—

Every session
(semester or
quarter)

•

3

V . 2 ."
Once
every year

1

/ 2

Leas frequently
then once every
year

19. Methods and strategies of instruction

_

1

2

20. Testing and evaluation of student performance

_

1

2

21. Curriculum development

_

1

2

3

22. Counseling and advising

_

1

2

3

1

2

3

23. Educational trends

3
'
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On,*
every year

L ett frequently
than once every
year

Every session
(semester or
quarter)

O nce
every year

L e tt frequently
than once every
year

31. Instructional issues

1

2

3

32. Student testing and evaluation issues

I

2

3

33. Research and publication issues

1

2

3

34. Promotion and tenure issues

1

2

3

THE FOLLOWING WORKSHOPS, SEMINARS,
AND LECTURES ARE:

Offered o r
sponsored by
m y office

* Offered or
sponsored by
other offices

Every session
(semester or
quarter)

24. Subject matter and knowledge in a field

1

25. Research and scholarship skills

I

26. Interpersonal relationships and/or
communication skills

1

27. Personal wellness

I

28. Institutional and/or departmental policies and
procedures

1

29. Institutional and/or departmental climate

I

Other:________ ;_____________________________

I

THE FOLLOWING INDIVIDUAL FACULTY
ASSISTANCE AND CONSULTATION ARE:

Offered or
sponsored by
m y office

Offered or
sponsored by
other offices

30. Personal wellness and/or career development
issues

I

2

3

Every session
(semester or
quarter)

Once
every year

L e tt frequently
than once every
year

35. Planned faculty visits to other institutions

I

2

3

36. Cross departmental work plans

1

2

3

37. Planned attendance at colleagues’ classes

1

2

3

38. Semester or year-long exchanges between
institutions

I

2

3

Other:

\
Once
■very year

L e tt frequently
than once every
y ear

Other:_____________________________________
THE FOLLOWING TYPES OF FACULTY
EXCHANGES ARE.

Sponsored by
my office

Sponsored by
other offices

'

THE FOLLOWING ACTIVITIES ARE:

Sponsored by
m y office

Sponsored by
other offices

Every session
(semester or
quarter)

39. Publication about faculty development

1 '

2

3

40. Retreat and social activities

I

2

3

Other:_____________________________ _ _

1

3

If you have additional comments about the types and frequency of offering o f these faculty development activities, please write
them in the following space:
COMMENTS:
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SECTION B. Evaluation o f Faculty Development Practices.
Please indicate in the appropriate space if your office or other office(s) o f the institution evaluate the following types o f faculty
development practices, and how these practices are evaluated (check all that apply).
THE FOLLOWING PRACTICES ARE EVALUATED:

By
my
office

By
odwr
offices

Measuring
Participant

satis&ctioa

Measuring
Participant
teaming

Obaerving
Participant
behaviors on
die job

Measuring
Effects on the

41. Financial support
42. Workshops, seminars, and lectures

_

43. Faculty performance assessment
44. Individual faculty assistance and consultation
45. Faculty exchange
46. Publication about faculty development
47. Retreat and social activities
Other:

_____________________________________

If you have additional comments about how your office, or other offices in the institution evaluate faculty development practices,
please write them in the following space:
COMMENTS:
COM!

Section C Tim ing of Evaluation.
Please indicate the time when your office or other office(s) of the institution evaluate the following types of faculty
development practices (check all that apply).
THE FOLLOWING PRACTICES ARE EVALUATED:

During the
implementation

A t the end o f the

A month o r more after the
usplcm entauon

48. Financial support .
49. Workshops, seminars, and lectures
50. Faculty performance assessment. ,
51. Individual faculty assistance and consultation
. 52. Faculty exchange

■

53. Publications about faculty development
54. Retreats and social activities.
O ther________________________ '______

___

If you have additional comments about the time when your office or other offices evaluate faculty development practices, please
write them in the following space:
COMMENTS:
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SECTION D. Faculty Development Areas.
Considering the faculty development activities conducted by your office or other oflicefs) of the institution in the last years,
please rate by circling the appropriate number the importance of the following faculty development areas.
MY INSTITUTION CONSIDERS THE FOLLOWING FACULTY
DEVELOPMENT AREAS:

N ot
im p o ten t

Sam e wh*
jm ponun

S3. Faculty physical and/or psychological welfare, e.g., attitude
formation, interpersonal relationship skills, career counseling,
career development, health and wellness, retirement, etc-

I

2

56. Instructional development, e.g.. assessment of students' needs,
course design, instructional strategies, and student performance.

1

2

57. Curriculum development and new trends in education.

1

2

58. Research development, e.g., grant writing, research methods,
research project management, and research publication practices.

1

2

59. Academic advising and counseling.

1

2

60. Organizational development, e.g., teamwork, organizational
change, organizational policies and procedures.

1

2

O ther

_______________________________________________

1

Im p o ten t

Very
im p o ten t

Critically

important

2

SECTION E. General Information.
Please answer the following questions about your Faculty Development office. Estimate as necessary.
61.

Title of the person completing the survey:

63. To whom do you report?
66. In addition to you, how
many staff members work
in faculty development
activities?

62. Office's name:

64. How long has the office been in
operation?
years
months
67. Faculty:

68. Professional/
administrative:

65. How long have you been directing
. the office?
years J
months

69. Graduate
Students:

70. Undergraduate
Students:

71. Clerical:

72. How many full-time faculty are in your institution?

73. How many part-time faculty are in your institution?

74. How many full-time faculty does your office serve in a
typical year?_____
If possible, write the appropriate breakdown by male and
female faculty served? Males
Females______

75. How many part-time faculty does your office serve in
a typical year?____
If possible, write the appropriate breakdown by male
and female faculty served? Males
Females____

76. What is the approximate
budget of your office?

77. How much is
hard money?

80. What percentage o f your office
budget goes to-staff payroll?

78. How much is soft
money?

81. What percentage o f your office
budget goes to operational
expenses?

83. In the last year has your budget
increased
decreased
staved unchanged

79. What percentage o f your office
budget goes directly to faculty
development?
82. What is the approximate
budget of the institution?

84. How does your institution divide the
academic year? Semesters
Quarters____

If you have additional comments, please write them here:
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Antonio N. Rubino
Western Michigan University
Office of Faculty Development Services
3302 Sangren Hall
Kalamazoo Ml 49008
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Date
Respondent name and title
Address
Dear Respondent last name:
I am presently conducting a study about Faculty Development Programs and Faculty
Development Program Evaluations in Four-year Universities of the United States. This
study is part of the requirements to complete my Doctoral degree in Education. This study
is important because it will provide information about the types of faculty development
programs being conducted, and how these programs are being evaluated, presently in our
universities.
I am gathering data across several universities. I need your help in determining the types
of faculty development programs you are conducting and how these programs are being
evaluated.
I knew about your involvement in faculty development programs through the POD 19921993 Directory, from which your name was selected. Your input is very important.
Completing the survey should take no more than 15 minutes of your time, and your
cooperation will ensure the success of this work. Please answer all questions as
completely as possible and return the survey in the enclosed postage-paid envelope, or
send it by fax to (616) 375-7441. If you wish to receive a summary of the results of this
search, simply indicate this on the separate postcard. The return envelope is coded so I
can record that you have responded. Your responses will be kept confidential and your
name will not be linked with them.
Your cooperation and assistance in providing this information will be greatly appreciated.
Of course a timely response will be helpful as well. If you have any questions regarding to
the survey, please contact me at office # (616)387-3790; Home # (616)375-7441), or you
may use your EduNet connection to reach me at electronic mail address 91 Rubino
@gw.wmich.edu.
Sincerely

Antonio N. Rubino
Doctoral Student
Educational Leadership
(B ased on: Bowm an, M. A. (1991). Administrative and faculty developm ent: A study
o f academ ic chairpersons. Western Michigan University. Kalamazoo, Ml)
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Antonio N. Rubino
Western Michigan University
Office o f Faculty Developm ent Services
3302 Sangren Hall
Kalamazoo Ml 49008

-5 7

Date
Martha Arnold
University of North CaroGna
Center for Teaching & Learning
CB #3470, 316 Wilson Library
Chapel Hill NC 27599-3470
Dear Ms. Arnold:
In October I sent you a survey about faculty development program evaluation. Two weeks
ago, I sent a reminder card. I have not received your response. Perhaps you did not
receive the survey, or misplaced it. I am sending you other survey and postage-paid
envelope. Your response to the enclosed survey will make an important contribution to our
knowledge regarding faculty development programs and faculty development program
evaluation in four year universities and colleges in the United States.
Completing the survey should take no more than 20 minutes of your time, and your
cooperation will help ensure the success of this work. Your responses will be used for'
research purposes only and will be treated in a manner ensuring complete anonymity and
confidentiality. Questionnaires are numbered for follow-up purposes only.
Please answer all questions as completely as possible and return the survey in the
enclosed postage-paid envelope, or send it by fax to (616) 375-7441. If you wish to
receive a summary of the results of this search, simply indicate this on the separate
postcard. To preserve the anonymity of your responses, be sure to mail the postcard
separate from the survey.
Your cooperation and assistance in providing this information will be greatly appreciated.
A timely response will be helpful as well. If you have any questions regarding the survey,
you may use your EduNet connection to reach me at electronic mail address 91 Rubino
@gw.wmich.edu or telephone at (616) 387-3790, or 375-7441.
Sincerely,

Antonio Nicolas Rubino
Doctoral Candidate
Educational Leadership
(Based on: Bowm an, M. A. (1991). Administrative and faculty developm ent: A
study o f academ ic chairpersons. Western Michigan University. Kalamazoo, Ml)
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Frequencies distribution and descriptives statistics were calculated for selected variables. Table
1 shows the importance mean values of FD programs for universities and colleges that
responded to the survey.
Table 1. Importance Means and Standard Deviations of FD programs
Type of Development Program

Mean

Std. Deviation

Instructional

3.89

1.0

Research

3.55

12

Curriculum

3.45

1.0

Academic Advising/Counseling

2.97

1.2

Organizational

2.77

13

Personal

2.75

1.1

n = 121
Universities and colleges consider instructional, research, and curriculum development programs
some place between "important" and "very important." Academic advising/counseling
development programs are considered "important," while organizational, and personal
development programs are considered between "some what important" and "important."

Descriptives statistics were also calculated for frequency mean values of FD programs
offerings. Table 2 shows the frequency mean values .
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Table 2. Frequency Means and Standard Deviations of FD programs
Type of Development Program

Mean

Std. Deviation

Instructional

235

.8

Personal

2.41

.9

Curriculum

2.63

1.0

Organizational

2.69

1.0

Research

2.70

.9

Academic Advising/Counseling

3.04

.8

n=l2l (Lower mean values indicates more frequency)
Universities and colleges offer, from more to less frequently, instructional, personal,
curriculum, organizational, research, and academic advising/counseling development programs,
respectively. Instructional development programs are considered the most important and are
offered more frequently than all other FD programs.

Frequencies distribution were calculated for some demographic variables. Title of the
respondent was asked through item 61. Titles of the respondents were classified in 11
categories. Table 3 shows the frequencies of these categories.
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Table 3. Title of Respondents
Title of the Person

Frequency

Percent

Director/Coordinator for Teaching Excellence

15 '

12.4

Director/Coordinator of Teaching/Learning Resource Center

7

5.8

Director/Coordinator of Educational/Instructional Development

16

13.2

Assistant/Associate Dean for FD or Faculty Affairs

6

5.0

FD consultant

10

83

Director/Coordinator of FD

23

19.0

Director/Coordinator of Non-Peimanent FD programs

4

33

Chair of FD Committee

3

2.5

Academic Dean/Associate Dean

12

9.9

Coordinator of Organizational development or Evaluator

3

2.5

Provost/VP/Vice-provost/Associate Provost

10

83

NOT ANSWER

12

9.9

TOTAL

121

100

Most FD activities are in charge of professionals whose titles relate to faculty development
(46/121); and to teaching, or teaching and learning (38/121). The rest of the professionals in FD
related activities are deans, provost, associate deans, and others (25/121). Twelve respondents
did not give their title names.

Name of the department or office to which the respondent was affiliated was asked through
item 62. It was found that FD programs are developed by centers and offices classified in 13
categories. Table 4 shows these categories.
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Table 4. Name o f the Offices in Charge of FD Programs
Name of the Office

Frequency

Percent

Center for Staff Development/FD/Professional Development

23

19

Office/Center for Educational/Instructional Development

19

15.7

Center for Teaching/Learning resources or Instructional and Media
Services ■

9

7.4

Center for Teaching Excellence

20

16.5

Office o f Teaching Enhancement Programs

4

3.3

Faculty Center/Office of Faculty Affairs

4

33

Office of Academic Program/Academic Affairs

9

7.4

Office of Professional Studies/Professional and Organizational
Development

3

2.5

Center for Academic Development and Innovation

2

1.7

Faculty Committee

4

3.3

Others (Evaluation, education offices, etc)

4

3.3

NOT ANSWER

16

13.2

TOTAL

121

100

Twenty three of the 121 offices doing FD have names related to FD. However, most of the
offices doing FD (52/121) have names implying only the importance of teaching, learning, or
instruction, without considering areas such as personal development, curriculum, research, and
organizational development, which are key elements of the FD process. In addition, it may be
that offices even having FD related names do not consider all areas of FD. In other words, it
can be speculated that FD is mainly related to the development of the teaching dimension of
faculty. A mistakenly supported conception o f the function of FD programs.

Title of the administrator who the respondent reports to was asked through item 63. Most
respondents said they report to the provost, VP, or chancellor, or their associate. Table 5 shows
the person's title to whom FD heads reports.
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Table 5. Person's Title Who the Respondent Reports To
Title of the Superior

Frequency

Percent

President

4

33

Provost/VP/Chancellor

51

42.1

Associate VP/Provost/Chancellor or Vice Chancellor

19

15.7

Assistant Vice Chancellor/Assistant to Associate VP/Associate Vice
Chancellor

2

1.7

Dean and Associate Dean

24

19.8

Director

12

9.9

NOT ANSWER

9

7.4

121

100

TOTAL

Most respondents report to administrators in higher levels of hierarchy. These data could
indicate the importance given to FD programs and activities in four years universities.
However, on the other hand, it can be also an indication of the control university administrators
want to have on FD activities.
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Table 1 shows the percentage of universities and colleges that evaluate FD practices in relation to
the number o f surveys returned.
Table 1. Percentage of Universities and Colleges Responding to items 41 to 47
Type of University

Response
Rate

Average of Response
Items 41 to 48

Average Percentage of
Selected Items Response

Research

30

15

50.0

Doctorate-Granting

17

9

52.9

Comprehensive

60

35

58.3

Liberal-Arts

14

5

35.7

The number of subjects who responded to items 48 to 54 classified by type of university was
the same that answered to items 41 to 47.
Percentages of universities and colleges evaluating FD practices in different times was the same
shown in this table.

Universities average percentage of response to items 41 to 47 goes from 50% to 583%,
Liberal-Arts colleges average percentage of response was 35.7%.
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Table 2 shows the number o f subjects who responded to items 41 to 47 classified by type of
university.
Table 2. Number o f Respondent Classified by Item and Type o f University and College
FD Practices and Item Number

Researc
h

Doctoral
eGrantin
g

Comprenhensive

Libera
lArts

Total

Financial Support (41)

11

11

34

5

61

Workshops, Seminars, Lectures (42)

28

13

48

8

97

Faculty Performance Assessment (43)

19

12

42

6

79

Individual Faculty Assistance and
Consultation (44)

22

9

32

5

68

Faculty Exchange (45)

3

4

25

3

35

Faculty Development Publications (46)

12

8

31

4

55

Retreat and Social Activities (47)

12

6

32

6

56

AVERAGE

15

9

35

5

64

Average number of universities and colleges that evaluate FD practices out of the 121
respondents. Practices evaluated by most universities and colleges are workshops, seminars, and
lectures; and the least evaluated are faculty exchanges.
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Percentages of universities and colleges evaluating FD practices are shown in table 3.
Table 3. Percentage of Universities and Colleges responding to FD Practices
41

42

43

44

45

46

47

Total

Research

18.0

28.9

24.1

32.4

8.6

21.8

21.4

22.1

Doctorate-Granting

18.0

13.4

152

132

11.4

14.5

10.7

13.8

Comprehensive

55.7

49.5

53.2

47.1

71.4

56.4

57.1

55.8

Liberal-Arts

8.2

8.2

7.6

7.4

8.6

73

10.7

83

Shows percentages of response of universities and colleges for each type of practice (each item
identifies a type of practice). Some respondents who answered to items 41 to 47 by saying that
they do not know how practices were evaluated.

Table 4 shows the percentage of universities and colleges excluding the "I don't know answer."
Table 4. Percentage of Universities and Colleges responding to Type of Evaluation of FD Practices
Classified by Item Excluding the "I Don't Know Answer"
41

42

43

44

45

46

47

Total

Research

15.9

32.9

29.4

38.9

93

293

273

262

Doctorate-Granting

18.2

12.7

15.7

11.1

143

193

11.4

14.7

Comprehensive

56.8

45.6

49.0

42.6

71.4

43.9

50.0

513

Liberal-Arts

9.1

8.9

5.9

7.4

4.8

73

11.4

7.8
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Table 5 shows the percentage of universities and colleges excluding the "I don't know answer."
Table 5. Percentage of Universities and Colleges responding to Time of Evaluation of FD Practices
Classified by Item Excluding the "I Don't Know Answer"
48

49

50

51

52

53

54

Total

Research

18.0

27.6

24.6

35.8

4.8

23.1

24.4

22.6

Doctorate-Granting

18.0

14.9

17.5

9.4

19.0

15.4

11.1

15.0

Comprehensive

56.0

49.4

49.1

47.2

71.4

56.4

53.3

54.7

Liberal-Arts

8.0

8.0

8.8

7.5

4.8

5.1

11.1

7.6

Tables 6 to 9 show the percentages of Types of Evaluation used to evaluate FD practices in
Research, Doctorate-Granting, Comprehensive universities, and Liberal-Arts colleges, respectively.
FD practices: financial support (item 41); workshops, seminars, and lectures (item 42); faculty
performance assessment (item 43); individual faculty assistance and consultation (item 44);
faculty exchange (item 45); publications about faculty development (item 46); and retreat and
social activities (item 47).

FD practices could be evaluated by measuring participant: (1) satisfaction; (2) learning; (3) on
the job behavior, (4) effects on the institution; (5) satisfaction and learning; (6) satisfaction and
on the job behavior; (7) satisfaction and effects on the institution; (8) satisfaction, learning, and
on the job behavior, (9) satisfaction, learning, and effects on the institution; (10) satisfaction, on
the job behavior, and effects on the institution; (11) satisfaction, teaming, on the job behavior,
and effects on the institution; (12) on the job behavior and effects on the institution; (13)
Learning and on the job behavior, (14) learning, on the job behavior, and effects on the
institution; and (15) learning and effects on the institution. Respondents could not select any of
the options, in this case the answer was codified as "I don't Know," with a value of 0.
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Table 6. Percentages of Types of Evaluation of FD Practices in Research Universities

36.4
42.9

21.1

4.5

333

21.1

22.7

333

21.1

9.1

6.4

6.4

16.7

9.1
10.5

333

83

10.5
143

66.7

25.0

22.7

3.6

16.7

10.7

13.6

3.6

4.5

333

3.6
143

15.8

13.6

16.7

6.4
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Table 7. Percentages of Types o f Evaluation o f FD Practices in Doctorate-Granting Universities
41

42

43

44

45

0

273

23.1

333

333

25.0

1

273

23,1

16.7

222

25.0

2

46

47
16.7

62.5

333

41.7

3
4

12.5

5

11.1

6

9.1

23.1

7

18.2

23.1

83

222

12.5

16.7

50.0

12.5

333

4

8

6

8
9

18.2

10

11.1

7.7

11
12
13
14
15
n

11

13

12

9
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Table 8. Percentages of Types of Evaluation of FD Practices in Comprehensive Universities

26.5

25.0

11.8

20.8

40.5

28.1

40.0

42.0

313

21.9

16.0

16.1

28.1

32

3.0
143
17.6
11.4

4.8
25.0

9.4

32

4.0

12.9

10.4

4.8

24.0

4.8

62

63
9.4

5.9

32
32

4.8

3.0

15.6

32

2.4

11.8
8.8

2.4

8.0

4.0
6.5

2.4

63

2.4
4.0
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Table 9. Percentages of Types of Evaluation o f FD Practices in Liberal-Arts Colleges

20.0

12.5

50.0

20.0

66.7

25.0

16.7

20.0

50.0

16.7

60.0

333

50.0

50.0

16.7
20.0
12.5
40.0

20.0
12.5

16.7
25.0

16.7

16.7
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Tables 10 to 13 snow the percentages o f Times of Evaluation to evaluate FD practices in
universities and colleges.
FD practices: financial support (item 48); workshops, seminars, and lectures (item 49); faculty
performance assessment (item 50); individual faculty assistance and consultation (item 51);
faculty exchange (item 52); publications about faculty development (item 53); and retreat and
social activities (item 54).

Times of evaluation of FD practices: (1) During the implementation; (2) at the end of the
implementation; (3) a month or more after the implementation; (4) during, and at the end of the
implementation; (5) during, and a month or more after the implementation; (6) at the end of the
implementation, and a month or more after it; (7) during, at the end. and a month or more
after the implementation. A zero value ("I don't know") was assigned when the respondent did
not select any option.
Table 10. Percentages of Times of Evaluation of FD Practices in Research Universities
48

49

50

51

52

53

54

0

18.2

143

263

13.6

673

25.0

83

1

9.1

53

4.5

333

16.7

83

2

182

15.8

18.2

83

41.7

3

182

21.1

4.5

25.0

4

18.2

17.9

10.5

182

83

16.7

5

9.1

3.6

6

9.1

7.1

15.8

182

16.7

83

10.7

53

18.2

28

19

22

7
n

11

46.4

4.5

16.7
3

12

12
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Table 11. Percentages of Times o f Evaluation o f FD Practices in Doctorate-Granting Universities

16.7
9.1

25.0

16.7

50.0

7.7

9.1
36.4

44.4

7.7

25.0

25.0

25.0

41.7

50.0

12.5

83

25.0

15.4

11.1

7.7

11.1

12.5

25.0

333

25.0

Table 12. Percentages of Times of Evaluation of FD Practices in Comprehensive Universities
48

49

50

51

52

53

54

0

17.6

10.4

333

21.9

40.0

29.0

25.0

1

14.7

10.4

9.5

15.6

9.7

3.1

2

32.4

45.8

143

9.4

32.0

16.1

21.9

3

20.6

42

26.2

15.6

28.0

25.8

12.5

4

8.8

12.5

7.1

18.8

63

18.8

2.1

5

3.1

6

3.0

83

4.8

63

6.5

63

7

3.0

63

4.8

9.4

6.5

12.5

n

34

48

42

32

31

32

25
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Table 13. Percentages o f Times o f Evaluation o f FD Practices in Liberal-Arts Colleges

20.0

12.5

16.7

20.0

40.0

66.7

50.0

333
50.0

40.0

66.7

20.0

16.7

20.0

16.7
16.7
333

50.0

12.5
16.7
12.5

40.0

16.7

12.5
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Kalamazoo. Michigan 49008-3

Human Subjects institutional Review Board

WESTERN MICHIGAN UNIVERSITY

Date: July 28, 1993
To:

Antonio Rubino

From: M. Michele Burnette, Chair
Re:

HSIRB Project Number 93-07-06

This letter will serve as confirmation that your research project entitled ’Faculty development
program evaluation in four-year universities in the United States* has been approved under
the exempt category of review by the Human Subjects Institutional Review Board. The
conditions and duration of this approval are specified in the Policies of Western Michigan
University. You may now begin to implement the research as described in the approval
application.
You must seek reapproval for any changes in this design. You must also seek reapproval if the
project extends beyond the termination date.
The Board wishes you success in the pursuit of your research goals.
Approval Termination:
xc:

July 28, 1994

Warfield, EL
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Table 1. Number o f Staff in Universities and Colleges
Mean

n

Total Staff

7.06

88

Faculty

1.40

87

Professional/Administrative

135

88

Graduate Students

1.23

88

Undergraduate Students

1.81

88

Clerical

136

88

Number of Staff

Table 2. Number of Staff in Research Universities
Mean

n

Total Staff

13.13

23

Faculty

1.14

22

Professional/Administrative

3.04

23

Graduate Students

4.00

23

Undergraduate Students

2.61

23

Clerical

2.26

23

Number of Staff

Table 3. Number of Staff in Doctorate Universities
Number of Staff

Mean

n

Total Staff

2.44

9

Faculty

22

9

Professional/Administrative

.56

9

Graduate Students

.56

9

Undergraduate Students

.44

9

Clerical

.67

9
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Table 4. Number of Staff in Comprehensive Universities
Number of Staff

Mean

n

Total Staff

5.91

45

Faculty

1.84

45

Professional/Administrative

.80

45

Graduate Students

24

45

Undergraduate Students

2.02

45

Clerical

1.02

45

Table 5. Number of Staff in Liberal Arts Colleges
Number of Staff

Mean

n

Total Staff

2.82

11

Faculty

1.09

11

Professional/Administrative

.73

11

Graduate Students

.00

11

Undergraduate Students

.36

11

Clerical

.64

11
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Table 1. Average Budget of Universities and Colleges

Type of
University

Average annual
budget ($)*

Std. Deviation*

Min*

Max*

n

Research

562727.27

473860.97

23000

1474000

11

Doctorate

122166.67

66194.91

50000

242000

6

Comprehensive

59758.71

58358.00

4000

242000

28

Liberal Arts

66400.00

113860.88

12000

270000

5

Total

178580.00

30343530

4000

1474000

50

* x 1000
Table 2. Faculty Development Office Budget of Universities and Colleges
Type of University

Average Annual Budget
($)*

Hard Money*

Soft
Money*

n

Research

268.43

255.04

1339

23

Doctorate-Granting

151.45

132.60

18.85

11

Comprehensive

87.73

6838

1935

41

Liberal-Arts

71.90

69.33

6.67

10

All Universities

144.87

129.42

13.59

85

* x 1000'
Table 3. Faculty development Office Budget Percentage of Universities and Colleges
Type of University

Average Annual Budget

Hard Money
%

Soft Money
%

n

CO*
Research

268.43

95.01

4.99

23

Doctorate-Granting

151.45

87.55

12.45

11

Comprehensive

87.73

77.94

22.06

41

Liberal-Arts

71.90

96.42

3.58

10

All Universities

144.87

8933

10.67

85

*t

tm
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Table 1. Percentage of Faculty Development Budget Changes in Universities and Colleges
Type of University

Increased (%)

Decreased (%)

Unchanged (%)

n

Research

41.7

29.2

292

24

Doctorate-Granting

25.0

25.0

50.0

12

Comprehensive

27.7

27.7

44.7

47

Liberal-Arts

25.0

16.7

583

12

All Universities

29.9

24.7

45.4

95

In 30% of the cases universities and colleges increased their FD budget in relation to previous
years. One quarter said that their budget was decreased. And approximately half of the
universities and colleges respondents said that the budget keep die same.
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Respondents wrote comments related to different sections of the survey. Hie following tables
show those comments classified in categories. These results are provided only for descriptive
purposes, and conclusions inferred from the comments should not be generalized to the whole
population because of the number of respondents is not representative of the population.
Table 1. Faculty Support Practices
Type of University
Research

Practice
Awards

Frequency
Once every year

Grants
Educational Improvement Fund
Funds for International Conferences
Doctorate-Granting

Mini-Grants

Comprehensive

Off-Campus Scholarly Assignments

Every session

Every session

Research Grants
Single Quarter Leave
Grants

Once every year

Released Time for Research
Table 2. Workshops, Seminars, and Lectures
Type of University
Research

Practice
Students Intellectual Development

Frequency
Once every year

Total Quality Management
Students Learning Styles

Every session

Time Stress Management
Comprehensive

Liberal-Arts

New Instructional Technologies

Every session

Departmental Growth

Once every year

Active Learning

Once every year

Technology in the Classroom

Every session

Department Relations and
Leadership

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.

287
Table 3. Faculty Performance Assessment
Practice

Type of University

Frequency

Course Assessment by Curriculum
Committee

Once every year

Class Surveys by Faculty Developer

Every session

Comprehensive

Micro-teaching to Peers

Every session

Liberal-Arts

Peer review

Every year

Classroom Research/Informal Assessment

----

Research

Table 4. Individual Faculty Assistance and Consultation
Type of University
Research

Practice
Teaching Improvement

Frequency
Every session

Career Consulting
Teaching Practices Assistance

Comprehensive

Career Planning

Once every year

Psychological Consultation

Every session

Trends in Higher Education
Campus Community Orientation
Teaching Fortfolio

Once every year

Faculty Dialogues/Discussions

Not answered

Instructional Consultation
Employee Wellness Consultation
Liberal-Arts

Departmental Relationships

Every session

Assistance on Student Learning
Topics

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.

288
Table 5. Miscellaneous
Type of University
Research

Practice

Frequency

Retreats linked to Academic Issues

Not answered

Teaching Assistance Orientation
Retreats for Personal Planning

Comprehensive

Teaching Community

Monthly

Orientation for New Faculty

Every session

Table 6. Comments about evaluation issues
Comment

Type of
University
Research

We do Cost-Benefit evaluation
Evaluation is done a week after the end of the program
Formal evaluation at the end of the fiscal year. Informal evaluation is on
going
Evaluation is done by the Office of Academic Assessment
We do evaluation in different periods depending on the program or practice
We evaluate growth plans and we do longitudinal evaluation

Comprehensive

Evaluation is presently quite weak
Evaluation is done as part of the annual report activities plan
No formal assessment instrument other than personal appreciation from
faculty
End-of-implementation evaluation most common
We need to be more systematic about evaluation
Evaluation practices are quite informal with more observing than measuring

Liberal-Arts

Faculty submit report of their use of grants
Extent of participation and satisfaction with sponsored activities is assessed
Evaluation at the end of the implementation
No formalized evaluation procedures
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